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PREFACE 


The  1974  Act  creating  the  State  Commission  on  Local  Government 
provides:   "The  Commission  shall  make  a  detailed  and  thorough 
study  of  local  government  structure,  powers,  services,  finance 
and  state-local  relations.   The  Commission  shall  prepare  a 
revised  code  of  local  government  law  based  on  its  studies  and 
may  make  other  recommendations  for  the  improvement  of  local 
government. " 

In  compliance  with  this  legislative  mandate,  the  Commission 
authorized  a  study  of  various  local  government  services,  in- 
cluding a  study  of  the  responsibility  of  counties  for  social 
and  economic  assistance  programs.   The  Commission  study  focused 
on  the  administrative  and  financial  responsibilities  of  county 
government  in  providing  economic  assistance  programs  under  state 
and  federal  laws  and  regulations.   After  a  year's  study,  the 
Commission  on  Local  Government  recommended  that  all  economic 
assistance  and  social  service  programs  be  administered  by  the 
state  and  financed  from  the  state  income  tax  beginning  the 
second  year  of  the  1977-79  biennium. 

This  report  was  prepared  by  Opal  Winebrenner  with  the  assistance 
of  Mary  Rohn.   Opal  Winebrenner  was  responsible  for  the  Commis- 
sion's study  of  economic  assistance  and  social  services  of 
county  governments.   Mary  Rohn  served  as  a  resource  person 
during  the  legislative  consideration  of  the  Commission's  pro- 
posals. 

Hopefully,  this  report  will  encourage  further  debate  and  con- 
sideration of  the  Commission's  recommendations.   The  report  is 
intended  to  describe  the  current  responsibilities  of  counties 
"or  financing  and  administering  welfare,  the  alternatives  that 
were  considered  by  the  Commission,  and  the  reasons  why  the  Com- 
mission recommended  state  financing  and  administration  of  these 
services . 


DALE  A.  HARRIS 
STAFF  DIRECTOR 
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SUMMARY 


After  a  year's  study  of  Montana's  welfare  system,  and  the  roles 
county  and  state  governments  play  in  that  system,  the  State 
Commission  on  Local  Government  presented  legislation  concerning 
changes  in  Montana's  current  welfare  system  to  the  1977  Legisla- 
ture.  The  Commission  recommended: 

.  .  .  all  Economic  Assistance  and  Social  Service 
programs  be  administered  and  financed  by  the  state, 
from  the  state  income  tax,  through  legislative  ap- 
propriation, beginning  the  second  year  of  the  1977-79 
biennium. 

The  Commission  further  recommends  that  a  state  level 
advisory  council  be  created  which  will  serve  from 
July  1,  1977  to  June  30,  1978.   The  Commission  recom- 
mends the  council  be  composed  of  county  welfare  person- 
nel, county  commissioners,  and  consumer  representatives. 
The  Director  of  the  State  Department  of  Social  and  Re- 
habilitation Services,  consulting  with  the  advisory 
council,  will  be  responsible  for  establishing  a  tran- 
sition plan  for  the  change  to  state  assumption,  and  for 
making  any  changes  to  insure  more  efficient  administra- 
tion of  the  state's  welfare  system. 

THE  FINANCIAL  ASPECTS 

Montana  is  victim  of  an  overdependence  on  the  property  tax  to 
finance  many  of  its  services,  including  those  of  its  welfare 
system.   This  is  due  in  part  to  the  failure  to  re-evaluate  the 
traditional  belief  that  the  county  should  be  responsinle  for 
the  welfare  of  the  people,  and  the  reluctance  to  shift  the  fi- 
nancing for  welfare  from  the  inelastic  and  inequitable  property 
tax,  to  more  broad  based,  statewide  sources  of  revenue. 

Montana's  county  and  state  governments  are  presently  intertwined 
in  complex  patterns  of  program  regulations  and  financial  matching 
requirements  for  the  provision  of  economic  assistance  and  social 
services  programs.   Both  the  county  commissioners,  acting  as  the 
Board  of  Public  Welfare,  and  the  Department  of  Social  and  Reha- 
bilitation Services  are  involved  in  the  supervision  and  adminis- 
tration of  the  county  welfare  departments.   This  situation  often 
results  in  ambiguous  lines  of  authority  and  responsibility  between 
the  two  levels  of  government. 

The  county  portion  of  the  costs  of  the  welfare  system  currently 
is  financed  by  property  tax  mill  levies  for  the  County  Poor  Fund, 
with  counties  limited  to  13.5  mills  for  that  purpose.   In  Fiscal 
Year  1975,  three  counties  levied  the  full  13.5  mills,  and  seven 
counties  levied  at  least  10  mills.  In  Fiscal  Year  1976,  four 


levied  the  limit,  and  there  were  ten  counties  which  levied  at 
least  10  mills. 

Counties  which  must  levy  the  full  13.5  mills,  thus  reaching  their 
levy  limit,  are  fairly  assured  that  the  State  Department  of 
Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  will  provide  additional  funds, 
in  the  form  of  a  grant-in-aid,  for  expenditures  over  the  levy 
limit.   During  the  recent  Fiscal  Years  from  1972  -  1975,  the 
state  has  paid  $2,601,393.48  in  grants-in-aid  to  three  counties. 

The  greater  need  for  funds  is  evident  by  the  increase  of  approxi- 
mately $1.8  million  from  FY  1975  to  FY  1976  in  the  county  share 
of  the  total  cost  of  welfare  at  the  local  level.   In  FY  1975 
counties  contributed  $6,749,278  and  in  FY  1976  contributed  a 
total  of  $8,569,758.   This  total  includes  funds  that  counties 
with  county-owned  hospitals  and/or  nursing  homes  spent  for  the 
maintenance  and/or  operation  of  the  facilities.   The  $8.5  million 
represented  about  one-third  of  the  $24.8  million  total  welfare 
cost  for  the  local  level,  with  the  other  two-thirds  -  $16,311,034  - 
being  paid  with  state  and  federal  funds. 

The  inequity  of  welfare  financing  in  Montana  is  further  exempli- 
fied by  analyzing  the  county  per  capita  property  tax  for  program 
costs,  [which  exclude  the  costs  of  county  health  care  facilities] 
that  run  from  a  high  of  $46.80  in  Garfield  County  to  a  low  of  zero 
dollars  in  Teton  County  for  FY  1976.   There  is  a  substantial  dis- 
parity in  the  welfare  caseload  between  counties,  which  causes  a 
disparity  in  the  resulting  cost  to  county  taxpayers.   The  average 
per  capita  cost  to  county  taxpayers  is  $13.96,  but  the  cost  in  11 
counties  exceeds  this  amount,  while  45  counties  levy  less  than 
the  state  average.   Thus  taxpayers  in  many  counties  pay  three 
times  the  property  tax  paid  by  taxpayers  in  other  counties,  even 
though  state  law  requires  the  same  programs  be  available  to  citi- 
zens in  all  counties. 

THE  ADVANTAGES 

The  state  assumption  of  welfare  recommendation  will  shift  completely 
the  financial  and  administrative  responsibility  for  the  system  to 
the  state  level,  as  represented  by  the  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services. 

What  are  the  advantages  of  one  financial  and  administrative 
authority? 

*  Uniformity  of  services  and  more  equitable  service  delivery  of 
those  services.   Clients  will  be  better  served  in  that  there  will 
be  no  differences  in  grants  or  services  provided  by  the  local 
departments  no  matter  where  the  client  may  reside  in  the  state. 

*  Increased  financial  equity  and  accountability.  The  Department 
of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  will  be  the  sole  dispenser 
of  funds,  and  therefor  will  be  able  to  maintain  control  on  where 


monies  are  being  spent,  and  how  they  are  being  utilized.   The 
income  tax  base  at  the  state  level  is  broader  than  the  property 
tax  base  at  the  county  level,  thus  allowing  for  more  equity. 
Counties  also  will  not  be  penalized  financially  for  providing 
adequate  programs  by  being  saddled  with  the  added  cost  burden 
of  migration  into  that  county  of  recipients  from  less  progres- 
sive counties. 

*  Simpler  administration.   The  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabil- 
itation Services,  as  the  single  state  agency  financing  and  ad- 
ministering a  statewide  program  will  be  able  to  provide  a  higher 
degree  of  uniform  administration,  with  more  effective  management 
of  the  local  departments.   Local  departments  should  also  be  more 
responsive  to  direction  from  a  single  rather  than  a  dual  adminis- 
trative source.   The  vast  number  of  uniform  standards  coupled 
with  rules  and  regulations  that  are  set  for  all  political  sub- 
divisions within  a  state,  can  more  effectively  be  implemented  by 
a  central  authority. 

THE  RESULTS 

*  The  State  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  will 
be  the  financial  and  administrative  authority  for  the  welfare 
system  in  Montana. 

*  All  county  department  of  public  welfare  employees  will  become 
fully  state  employees,  responsible  to  the  Department  of  Social 
and  Rehabilitation  Services,  with  their  salaries  and  benefits 
paid  completely  by  that  Department. 

*  The  Board  of  Public  Welfare,  that  currently  serves  as  the  local 
level  administrative  authority  of  the  county  welfare  department, 
would  no  longer  exist. 

*  Counties  will  have  the  option  of  creating  a  Board  of  Social 
Services  to  do  human  services  planning  within  their  areas. 

*  T'a  county  mill  levy  to  support  the  County  Poor  Fund  will  no 
longer  be  necessary  thus  completely  eliminating  it,  with  counties 
losing  the  authority  to  levy  those  13.5  mills. 

*  The  state  would  no  longer  need  to  provide  grants-in-aid  to 
those  counties  which  levied  the  13.5  mill  levy  limit,  and  still 
did  not  have  enough  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  services. 

*  Counties  with  county-owned  hospitals  and  nursing  homes  will  be 
able  to  authorize,  through  the  All-Purpose  Mill  Levy,  mills  for 
their  operation  and  maintenance.   Mills  can  also  be  designated 
for  the  erection  of  such  health  care  facilities  by  decision  of 
the  local  government  body. 

*  Counties  will  be  able  to  provide  supplementary  programs  to 
those  provided  by  the  state,  such  as  senior  citizen  activities. 


day  care  centers,  group  homes,  and  so  on,  and  may  on  decision 
of  the  local  governing  body  levy  mills  to  cover  the  costs  of 
such  services. 

THE  COST 

The  great  disparity  in  tax  burden  is  the  result  of  inequitable 
distribution  of  the  caseload  among  counties,  and  great  differ- 
ences in  the  taxable  valuation  between  counties.   Since  state 
law  mandates  that  welfare  programs  be  equally  available  to  all 
citizens  who  fit  the  criteria,  the  State  Commission  on  Local 
Government  believes  that  state  law  should  also  provide  an 
equitable  method  for  funding  these  services.   One  method  not 
recommended  by  the  Commission  was  a  uniform,  statewide  mill 
levy  of  8  mills  to  fund  the  welfare  system.   The  Commission 
recommended  instead  that  the  state  finance  the  welfare  system 
from  the  state  income  tax,  thus  providing  $8  million  in  property 
tax  relief  for  the  taxpayer. 

State  financing  of  economic  assistance  and  social  service  programs 
will  come  from  the  state  income  tax  by  legislative  appropriation. 
Utilizing  the  income  tax  provides  an  equalized  per  capita  cost  so 
that  no  one  county  or  the  property  owner  is  overburdened.   State 
assumption  of  the  county  share  of  these  welfare  assistance  pro- 
grams will  cost  approximately  $10  million  per  fiscal  year,  which 
would  result  in  a  statewide  per  capita  cost  of  $13.96  for  the 
welfare  system  in  Montana. 


INTRODUCTION 

Montana  has  traditionally  placed  the  responsibility  for  public 
welfare  assistance  costs  on  the  county  government  level.   The 
18  8  9  Montana  Constitution  stated  it  was  the  duty  of  "several 
counties"  to  provide  welfare  to  those  in  need.   This  tradition 
is  a  part  of  America's  English  heritage  which  not  only  established 
"poor  laws,"  but  established  the  principle  of  relief  for  the 
local  poor  through  local  financing  and  administration.   The 
Elizabethan  Poor  Laws  of  the  1600 's  further  conceded  not  only 
that  people  exist  who  require  relief  assistance,  but  that  such 
people  had  a  legal  right  to  receive  it. 

Until  1935,  when  the  Montana  Relief  Commission  was  created  to 
help  with  assistance  costs,  the  county  level  of  government  was 
required  to  fund  the  total  cost  of  welfare  programs.   The  Relief 
Commission  was  discontinued  in  1937,  when  the  State  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  was  formed  by  the  Twenty-fifth  Legislative  Assembly. 

The  new  department  was  to  administer  the  Montana  Public  Welfare 
Act  enacted  that  same  year,  which  allowed  the  state  to  participate   ^ 
in  the  receipt  of  federal  grant  monies  from  the  1935  Federal  Social 
Security  Act.   The  Montana  Act  also  provided  for  a  joint  state- 
county  effort  in  financing  public  welfare  activities  with  a 
state-supervised,  county-administered  public  assistance  system. 

The  department  was  renamed  the  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  under  the  Executive  Reorganization  Act  of 
1971.   The  state  department  currently  has  general  supervisory 
authority  over  the  direct  administration,  by  county  departments 
of  public  welfare,  of  all  Economic  Assistance  and  Social  Services 
programs.   It  has  responsibility  for: 

(a)  Administration  or  supervision  of  all  forms  of  public 
assistance,  child  protection  and  child  welfare, 
including  the  provision  of  medical  care  payments  for 
public  assistance  recipients; 

(b)  Administration  or  supervision  of  all  child  welfare 
activities  including  the  location  of  displaced  children, 
licensing  and  supervision  of  private  and  local  child- 
caring  agencies,  and  the  care  of  dependent,  neglected, 

and  delinquent  children  in  foster  family  homes,  especially 
children  placed  for  adoption  or  those  of  illegitimate 
birth; 

(c)  Provision  of  consultant  services  to  private  institutions 
providing  care  for  the  needy,  indigent,  handicapped,  or 
dependent  adults; 

(d)  Cooperation  with  other  state  agencies  in  providing 
for  services  to  the  blind,  including  the  prevention  of 
blindness,  the  location  of  blind  persons,  medical 
services  for  eye  conditions,  and  vocational  guidance 
and  training  of  the  blind; 
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(e)  Provision  of  services  to  county  governments  regarding 
the  organization  and  supervision  of  county  departments 
for  efficiency  and  economy  in  the  administration  of 
public  assistance  functions; 

(f)  Prescription  and  maintenance  of  minimum  standards  and 
salary  rates  for  public  assistance  personnel  in  state 
and  county  departments,  establishment  of  rules  and 
regulations  to  maintain  such  standards,  provision  to 
county  boards  of  lists  of  qualified  personnel  available 
for  appointment,  and  development  of  policies  relating 
to  educational  leave  of  employees  of  the  department  and 
staff  development  needs  of  department  employees; 

(g)  Assistance  to  and  cooperation  with  other  state  and 
federal  agencies,  by  the  performance  of  services  in 
conformity  with  the  purposes  of  the  Montana  Public  Welfare 
Act. 

Each  county  department  of  public  welfare  under  the  supervision  of 
the  State  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services,  consists 
of  the  county  commissioners  sitting  on  the  Board  of  Public 
Welfare  and  the  staff  personnel  as  are  required  to  adequately 
operate  the  department.   The  county  departments  are  responsible 
for  the  local  administration  of  all  forms  of  public  assistance  and 
welfare,  and  such  administration  must  conform  to  federal  and 
state  rules,  regulations,  and  statutes. 

Executive  Reorganization  in  1971  did  not  change  the  county  government 
role  in  public  welfare.   The  County  Boards  of  Public  Welfare  are 
still  responsible  for: 

(a)  establishing  local  policies  and  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  are  necessary  to  govern  the  county  department  and 
local  administration  of  public  welfare  activities  except 
that  all  such  policies  and  rules  and  regulations  must 

be  in  conformity  with  general  policies  established  by  the 
state  department; 

(b)  ;eviewing  the  determination  of  eligibility  and  amount  of 
payment  to  or  on  behalf  of  individuals  made  by  the  staff 

of  the  county  department  for  conformity  with  the  aforesaice 
rules  and  regulations.   Determinations  not  in  conformity 
will  be  referred  to  the  staff  by  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare 
for  appropriate  action  as  authorized  by  said  board.   The 
Boards  have  the  authority  to  adopt  rules,  regulations,  and 
standards  that  are  appropriate  to  the  locality  for  such 
county  programs  as  General  Assistance,  as  long  as  they  are  in 
conformity  with  state  and  federal  laws. 

The  Montana  Administrative  Code  states  that  the  Board  of  Public 
Welfare  generally  delegates  authority  and  responsibility  for  the 
administration,  direction  and  supervision  of  the  programs  to 
the  county  welfare  director.   The  director  is,  as  a  result,  jointly 
responsible  to  the  State  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation 
Services  for  supervision, and  the  County  Board  of  Public  Welfare  for 
administration.   The  county  director's  main  functions  are  to: 
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(a)   administer  and  supervise  the  public  welfare  program  in 
the  county  and  interpret  and  carry  out  policies  and 
procedures  set  by  the  state  department  and  the  County 
Board  of  Public  Welfare; 

(t>)   provide  leadership  for  the  development  of  local  policies; 

(c)  present  recommendations  relative  to  the  eligibility  and 
extent  of  need  to  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare; 

(d)  interpret  state  policies  to  the  County  Board;  and 

(e)  prepare  estimates  of  financial  need  for  the  county  share 
of  public  costs  for  use  in  preparation  of  the  County 
Poor  Fund  Budget. 

The  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  and  the  Boards 
of  Public  Welfare  are  both  involved  in  providing  adequate  staff 
for  the  county  welfare  departments.   The  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  holds  periodic  merit  system  tests,  and 
those  individuals  who  receive  the  three  highest  scores  have  their 
names  sent  to  the  county  welfare  department  which  needs  to  fill 
a  position.   The  Board,  in  consultation  with  the  county  director, 
then  chooses  a  person  from  the  list  to  be  hired  in  accordance  with 
State  Merit  System  requirements.   Efforts  are  made  to  hire  a  person 
who  is  a  resident  of  the  county  if  possible. 

The  county  staff  personnel  are  responsible  to  the  Board  of  Public 
Welfare  through  the  county  director,  and  to  the  State  Department 
which  has  the  authority  to  supervise  these  employees  in  their 
responsibilities.   The  Board  cannot  terminate  an  employee  without 
the  approval  of  the  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation 
Services;  however,  the  State  Department  may  request  the  Board  to 
terminate  an  employee.   Depending  on  the  county  involved,  this 
situation  can  and  does  result  in  it  being  virtually  impossible  to 
terminate  an  employee  in  the  county  welfare  department.   County 
employees  who  can  maintain  good  working  relations  with  the  Board 
of  Public  Welfare  can  feel  very  secure  in  their  jobs  which,  depending 
on  the  quality  of  the  employee,  can  be  good  or  bad  for  the  county 
department.   If  the  county  director  has  the  support  of  the  Board, 
he  will  have  fewer  problems  with  the  Board's  review  of  his 
department's  eligibility  determinations;  he  may  be  trusted  with 
more  freedom  to  administer  the  local  department  and  make  decisions 
without  consulting  the  Board;  and  he  will  usually  be  able  to 
count   on  the  backing  of  the  Board  in  disagreements  with  the  State 
Department. 

The  Board  and  the  State  Department  both  share  in  the  payment  of 
salaries  and  benefits  for  county  employees,  and  this  too  can 
result  in  difficulties.   If  the  county  welfare  department  requests 
authorization  for  a  new  job  position  from  the  State  Department 
and  the  State  agrees  to  allow  that  position,  the  Board  can  refuse 
to  pay  its  share  of  the  salary  for  the  new  position.   In  essence, 
this  Board  action  prevents  the  county  departments  from  receiving 
a  new  position  that  may  be  very  much  needed  to  maintain  adequate 
service  delivery.   The  situation  can  be  reversed  with  the  Board 
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as  the  party  willing  to  pay  its  share  of  the  salary  for  a  new 
position,  and  the  State  Department  can  be  the  party  that  refuses 
to  authorize  the  position  in  that  county.   This  dual-employer 
situation  can  result  in  ambiguous  lines  of  authority  and  responsi- 
bility between  the  two  levels  of  government  with  the  employee 
being  caught  in  the  middle. 

ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

When  an  applicant  comes  to  a  County  Department  of  Public  Welfare, 
his  immediate  need  is  usually  for  financial  aid,  which  is  provided 
in  the  form  of  Economic  Assistance  programs.   The  Eligibility 
Technician  (ET)  in  the  county  department  first  focuses  on 
determining  the  applicant's  eligibility  to  receive  help  through 
an  interview  with  the  individual.   During  this  interview,  the  ET 
explains  the  applicant's  rights,  including  the  right  to  a  fair 
hearing,  and  his  responsibilities  within  the  system.   The  applicant 
is  informed  that  periodically  his  case  will  go  through  a  redetermina- 
tion process  to  make  sure  he  still  has  need  for  assistance,  and 
also  that  his  case  may  be  chosen  for  a  Quality  Control  Validation.* 
The  applicant  is  informed  that  failure  to  cooperate  in  these  processes 
will  result  in  termination  of  his  assistance  benefits. 

When  the  applicant  signs  the  application  form,  the  ET  can  proceed 
to  determine  eligibility  and  decide  which  assistance  programs  will 
fit  the  needs  of  the  applicant.   The  following  are  the  basic 
requirements  of  eligibility  that  need  to  be  documented  and 
verified  before  receiving  assistance:   need  and  income,  real  property 
and  property  transfer,  personal  property,  age,  residence,  employment 
and  work  registration,  institutionalization,  and  relative  responsi- 
bility.  If  the  ET  has  difficulty  in  deciding  the  eligibility  of 
an  applicant,  such  as  interpreting  a  policy,  the  problem  can  be 
taken  to  the  Eligibility  Technician  Supervisor   in  larger  county 
departments,   and  then  if  necessary  to  the  county  director.   In 
smaller  counties,  the  problems  could  be  taken  directly  to  the 
county  director.   The  Economic  Assistance  Division  of  the  State 
Department  interprets  the  state  and  federal  policies,  and  then 
sends  this  interpretation  to  the  county  departments  in  the  form  of 
poli'"''-  manuals,  memorandums,  and  so  forth.   The  Eligibility 
Deteiittination  Bureau,  upon  special  request  of  a  county  welfare 
department,  will  provide  technical  assistance  to  aid  in  areas  of 
of  determining  eligibility.   During  the  course  of  the  eligibility 
interview,  the  applicant  may  indicate  the  need  for  Social  Services. 
If  the  applicant  then  requests  such  help,  the  ET  may  refer  his 
case  to  a  social  worker. 

Some  county  departments  have  been  delegated  the  authority  to  certify 
awards  of  assistance  by  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare  and  in  those 
instances,  the  Certification  of  Eligibility  is  mailed  directly  to  the 
State  Department's  Data  Processing  Bureau.   In  counties  that  have 


*  The  Quality  Control  Validation  program  at  the  State  Department  level 
spot  checks  determinations  of  eligibility,  and  people  receiving 
assistance  to  see  if  their  circumstances  have  changed  and  if  so  whether 
they  are  still  eligible  for  assistance.   Essentially  it  is  a  means 
of  checking  the  accuracy  of  the  welfare  system. 
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not  been  delegated  this  authority,  the  eligibility  form  is  placed 
in  a  hold  file  until  the  county  commissioners  meet  as  the  Board 
of  Public  Welfare.    After  approval  by  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare 
at  its  meeting,  the  form  is  sent  to  the  Data  Processing  Bureau. 
It  is  obvious  that  services  to  the  client  are  slower  in  those 
counties  where  the  certification  of  the  assistance  must  go  through 
the  Board  of  Public  Welfare  for  approval. 

The  county  director  is  responsible  for  presenting  the  eligibility 
determinations  and  other  cases  which  need  to  be  reviewed  to  the 
Board  of  Public  Welfare.   At  times,  the  ET  responsible  for  a  specific 
case  may  attend  the  Board  meeting  to  provide  more  detailed  informa- 
tion.  The  Board  ireviews  the  cases  for  consistency  with  the  rules 
and  regulations  governing  eligibility  determination,  and  then 
signs  the  warrants  that  authorize  the  clients  to  receive  their 
assistance. 

The  county  commissioners  when  serving  as  the  Board  complain  that 
the  eligibility  review  process  is  merely  "rubber  stamping"  decisions 
that  have  already  been  made  by  the  county  welfare  department.   One 
of  the  main  reasons  for  this  feeling  is  that  the  Board  must  review 
the  cases  based  on  state  and  federal  rules  and  regulations  regardless 
of  whether  or  not  they  agree  with  those  laws.   Also  the  applicant/ 
client  has  a  right  to  request  a  fair  hearing  if  the  Board  disapproves 
his  receipt  of  assistance,  which  the  commissioners  feel  softens 
the  impact  of  their  decisions  as  the  Board.   (See  Appendices  A, 
B,  and  C.) 

SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Any  client  who  is  eligible  to  receive  financial  assistance  from 
the  county  welfare  department  is  also  eligible  to  receive  Social 
Services.   Social  Services  include:   Child  Protection,  Child  Foster 
Care,  Adult  Foster  Care,  Child  Adoption,  Child  and/or  Family 
Counseling,  Day  Care,  Developmentally  Disabled,  and  forth.   Social 
Services  counseling  may  be  the  major  service  and  that  may  be 
directed  toward  enabling  the  client  to  utilize  other  services. 
The  client  and  social  worker  work  together  to  agree  on  the  goals 
and  services  to  be  provided  for  the  case,  and  then  both  sign  a 
contract  form  "Goals  and  Steps"  outlining  the  process  to  be  undertaken, 

The  social  worker  is  responsible  for:   evaluating  and  determining 
the  need  and  eligibility  of  a  child  and/or  family  for  various 
services  such  as  Day  Care;  the  development  and  implementation  of 
programs,  policies,  and  procedures;  supervising  and  participating 
in  social  service  programs  for  county  welfare  departments.   The 
Social  Worker  Supervisor  III  is  at  the  advanced  level  of  professional 
social  work,  and  as  such  is  responsible  for  approving  licensure  of 
foster  care  homes.  Day  Care  centers,  and  so  on,  and  must  approve 
the  placement  of  children. 

The  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services'  Social  Services 
Bureau  is  responsible  for  directing  and  coordinating  programs 
involving  social  services  on  a  statewide  basis.   The  Bureau  also 
does  program  planning,  keeps  counties  and  districts  informed  of 
policies,  assists  in  development  of  policies  and  guidelines,  does 
staff  training,  and  checks  for  program  compliance  in  local  departments. 
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The  Social  Services  Regional  Representative  is  the  administrative 

supervisor  in  conducting  and  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of  field 

activities  within  a  certain  district.   The  Representative  coordinates 

services  and  facilities  in  the  region  including  the  county 

departments  of  public  welfare  and  recommends  administrative 

and  management  procedures.   The  Social  Services  Consultant 

provides  aid  in  specialized  social  service  areas  to  field 

workers.   Recommendations  for  program  improvement  in  field 

offices,  formulation  of  policies  and  procedures,  and  provision 

of  technical  assistance  are  further  functions  of  the  position. 

(See  Appendices  A,  B,  and  C.) 

THE  CONSTITUTIONAL  CONVENTION 

During  the  1972  Constitutional  Convention  the  issue  of  whether 
the  state  or  the  county  level  should  be  made  responsible  for 
financing  and/or  administrating  the  public  welfare  assistance 
system  was  intensively  debated.   Testimony  presented  on  the  issue 
indicated  that  Montana  welfare  recipients  tended  to  converge 
in  the  larger  cities  where  more  assistance  services  were  available 
and  job  opportunities  more  numerous. 

This  convergence  tendency  has  created  an  unequal  distribution 

of  welfare  funding  responsibility  among  counties  especially 

for  economic  assistance  programs.   Property  owners  in  counties 

with  larger  cities  offering  more  services  are  taxed  at  a  higher 

rate  than  their  counterparts  in  adjacent,  less  populous  counties 

(presumably  with  fewer  welfare  recipients) ,  in  order  to  pay  for 

the  increased  number  of  welfare  recipients  residing  in  their 

county.   Since  the  county  portion  of  all  welfare  programs  is  financed 

by  mill  levies,  county  governments  are  forced  to  rely  on  a  very 

inelastic  and  inequitable  source  of  revenue  -  the  property  tax. 

The  merits  of  transferring  welfare  assistance  responsibility 
to  the  state  were  discussed,  but  the  Constitutional  Convention 
decided  that  the  Legislature  should  determine  at  what  level 
welfare  assistance  should  be  provided.   It  was  felt  this  was  the 
least  restrictive  alternative  that  could  be  included  in  the 
Conr^itution.   Consequently,  Montana's  1972  Constitution  (Article 
XII,  Section  3)  states: 

The  legislature  shall  provide  such  economic 
assistance  and  social  rehabilitation  services 
as  may  be  necessary  for  those  inhabitants  who, 
by  reason  of  age,  infirmities,  or  misfortune 
may  have  need  for  the  aid  of  society. 

Actions  of  legislatures  since  the  adoption  of  the  1972  Constitution 
have  gradually  granted  more  authority  to  the  state  for  welfare 
assistance  activities.   These  changes  reflect  the  national  concern 
to  find  methods  to  improve  the  delivery  of  human  services,  and  to 
find  means  to  lessen  the  financial  burden  on  local  governments. 

STATE  ASSUMPTION  -  AN  ALTERNATIVE 

State  assumption  of  welfare,  although  not  a  new  concept,  does  provide 
a  positive  means  of  improving  Montana's  current  public  assistance 
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system.   It  would  essentially  require  that  all  administrative  and 
financial  responsibility  for  public  assistance  be  transferred 
from  each  county  department  of  public  welfare  to  the  State 
Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services.   Recently 
Oregon  and  Washington  have  utilized  forms  of  state  assumption 
to  allow  for  more  control  of  systems  that  were  operating  without 
the  benefit  of  adequate  short  and  long  term  planning,  and  were 
sapping  the  financial  resources  of  the  local  governments.   The 
concept  is  a  viable  one  for  Montana  as  well  to  consider  in  working 
to  eliminate  many  of  its  existing  welfare  related  problems.   (See 
Appendices  D  and  E.) 

The  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  decided  at  its  October 
1976  meeting  to  recommend  to  the  1977  Montana  Legislature  that 
the  state  assume  all  responsibility  for  the  public  assistance 
system  in  Montana.   The  Commission's  final  recommendation  was: 

.  .  .  all  Economic  Assistance  and  Social  Service 
programs  be  administered  and  financed  by  the 
state,  from  the  state  income  tax,  through  legislative 
appropriation,  beginning  the  second  year  of  the 
1977-79  biennium. 

The  Commission  further  recommends  that  a  state  level 
advisory  council  be  created  which  will  serve  from 
July  1,  1977  to  June  30,  1978.   The  Commission 
recommends  the  council  be  composed  of  county  welfare 
personnel,  county  commissioners,  and  consumer 
representatives.   The  director  of  the  State  Department 
of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services,  consulting 
with  the  advisory  council,  will  be  responsible  for 
establishing  a  transition  plan  for  the  change  to 
state  assumption,  and  for  making  any  changes  to  insure 
more  efficient  administration  of  the  state's  welfare 
system. 

THE  FINANCIAL  ASPECTS 

Montana  is  victim  to  an  overdependence  on  the  property  tax  to 
finance  many  of  its  services  including  those  of  its  welfare  system. 
This  is  due  in  part  to  the  failure  to  re-evaluate  the  traditional 
belief  that  the  county  should  be  responsible  for  the  welfare 
of  the  people,  and  the  reluctance  to  shift  the  financing  for 
welfare  from  the  inelastic  and  unequitable  property  tax  to  more 
broad  based,  statewide  sources  of  revenue. 

Montana's  county  and  state  governments  are  presently  intertwined 
in  complex   patterns  of  program  regulations  and  financial 
matching  requirements  for  the  provision  of  economic  assistance 
and  social  services  programs.   Both  the  county  commissioners, 
acting  as  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare,  and  the  Department  of 
Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  are  involved  in  the  supervision 
and  administration  of  the  county  welfare  departments.   This 
situation  often  results  in  ambiguous  lines  of  authority  and 
responsibility  between  the  two  levels  of  government. 
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The  county  portion  of  the  costs  of  the  welfare  system  currently 
is  financed  by  property  tax  mill  levies  for  the  County  Poor 
Fund,  with  counties  limited  to  13.5  mills  for  that  purpose. 
In  Fiscal  Year  1975,  three  counties  levied  the  full  13.5  mills, 
and  seven  counties  levied  at  least  10  mills.   In  Fiscal  Year 
1976,  four  counties  levied  the  limit,  and  there  were  ten  counties 
which  levied  at  least  ten  mills. 

Counties  which  must  levy  the  full  13.5  mills,  thus  reaching 
their  levy  limit,  are  fairly  assured  that  the  State  Department 
of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  will  provide  additional 
funds,  in  the  form  of  a  grant-in-aid,  for  expenditures  over  the 
levy  limit.   During  the  recent  Fiscal  Years  from  1972-1975, 
the  state  has  paid  $2,601,393.48  in  grants-in-aid  to  three 
counties. 

The  greater  need  for  funds  is  evident  by  the  increase  of 
approximately  $1.8  million  from  FY  1975  to  FY  1976  in  the  county 
share  of  the  total  cost  of  welfare  at  the  local  level.   In 
FY  1975  counties  contributed  $6,749,278  and  in  FY  1976  contributed 
a  total  of  $8,569,758.   This  total  includes  funds  that  counties 
with  county-owned  hospitals  and/or  nursing  homes  spent  for  the 
maintenance  and/or  operation  of  the  facilities.   The  $8.5  million 
represented  about  one-third  of  the  $24.8  million  total  welfare 
cost  for  the  local  level,  with  the  other  two-thirds  -  $16,311,034  - 
being  paid  with  state  and  federal  funds. 

The  inequity  of  welfare  financing  in  Montana  is  further  exemplified 
by  analyzing  the  county  per  capita  property  tax  for  program  costs, 
[which  exclude  the  costs  of  county  health  care  facilities]  that 
run  from  a  high  of  $46.80  in  Garfield  County  to  a  low  of  zero 
dollars  in  Teton  County  for  FY  1976.   There  is  a  substantial 
disparity  in  the  welfare  caseload  between  counties,  which  causes 
a  disparity  in  the  resulting  cost  to  county  taxpayers.   The  average 
per  capita  cost  to  county  taxpayers  is  $13.96,  but  the  cost  in  11 
counties  exceeds  this  amount,  while  45  counties  levy  less  than  the 
state  average.   Thus  property  taxpayers  in  many  counties  pay  three 
times  the  tax  paid  by  taxpayers  in  other  counties  to  support  county 
we J  are  programs. 

The  great  disparity  in  tax  burden  is  the  result  of  unequitable 
distribution  of  the  caseload  among  counties,  and  great  difference 
in  the  taxable  valuation  between  counties.   Since  state  law  mandates 
that  welfare  programs  be  equally  available  to  all  citizens  who 
fit  the  criteria,  the  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  believes 
that  state  law  should  also  provide  an  equitable  method  for  funding 
these  services.   One  method  not  recommended  by  the  Commission  was 
a  uniform   statewide  mill  levy  of  8  mills  to  fund  the  welfare 
system.   The  Commission  recommended  instead  that  the  state  finance 
the  welfare  system  from  the  state  income  tax,  thus  providing  $8 
million  in  property  tax  relief  for  the  local  taxpayer. 

State  financing  of  economic  assistance  and  social  service  programs 
will  come  from  the  state  income  tax  by  legislative  appropriation. 
Utilizing  the  income  tax  provides  an  equalized  per  capita  cost 
so  that  no  one  county  or  the  property  owner  is  overburdened.   State 


assumption  of  the  county  share  of  these  welfare  assistance 
programs  will  cost  approximately  $10  million  per  fiscal  year, 
which  would  result  in  a  statewide  per  capita  cost  of  $13.96 
for  the  welfare  system  in  Montana. 

COUNTY  WELFARE  PERSONNEL  REACTIONS 

An  observation  regarding  state  assumption  that  was  made  early  in 

the  research  process  was  that  the  county  welfare  personnel  were 

very  hesitant  in  their  support  of  the  concept.   It  seemed 

logical  that  personnel  would  be  in  favor  of  any  efforts  to 

try  to  improve  the  state's  welfare  system,  but  in  fact  the  opposite 

appeared  to  be  true.  (See  Appendix  G.) 

It  should  be  noted  that  county  v,7elfare  personnel ,  because 
they  must  deal  with  dual  employers,  are  not  in  a  position  to  have 
openly  supported  the  concept.   To  declare  themselves  in  favor  of 
state  assumption  could  place  them  in  a  very  uncomfortable  position 
with  the  county  commissioners,  if  state  assumption  did  not  in  fact 
become  a  reality.   This  was  especially  true  with  county  welfare 
directors.   The  county  welfare  director  position  requires  that 
the  individual  remains  on  good  terms  with  the  county  commissioners 
to  whom  he  must  bring  his  department  budget   and  eligibility 
determinations  for  review.   Obviously  the  better  working 
relationship  between  the  director  and  the  Board,  the  easier  it 
is  to  run  the  local  welfare  department. 

County  welfare  employees  seemed  first  of  all  to  have  a  difficult 
time  understanding  that  the  recommendation  was  coming  from  the 
research  efforts  of  the  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  and 
not  the  State  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services. 
The  fact  that  a  commission  studying  local  government  would  even 
come  up  with  a  proposal  to  place  complete  responsibility  for 
the  welfare  system  c,t  the  state  level,  rather  than  at  the  local 
level,  just  did  not  seem  logically  consistent. 

During  meetings  with  county  welfare  department  employees  during 
the  1976  summer,  it  was  soon  evident  that  personnel  did  not  feel 
the  concept  went  far  enough  in  its  recommendations.   Immediate 
criticism  was  based  on  the  belief  that  the  proposal  was  too  fiscally 
oriented,  and  not  enough  service  related.   Personnel  wanted  to  see 
recommendations  for  changes  in  the  process  of  providing  services, 
in  eligibility  criteria,  and  in  program  content  which  the  Commission's 
proposal  simply  did  not  address. 

It  was  difficult  to  explain  the  limits  of  the  Commission's  mandate 
which  essentially  required  that  services  funded  through  the 
property  tax  be  looked  at  from  the  viewpoint  of  whether  or  not 
that  was  the  most  equitable  means  for  funding.   Services  currently 
being  provided  at  the  local  level  were  then  to  be  analyzed  as  to 
whether  that  was  the  most  suitable  level  of  government  to  be 
providing  the  services,  and  if  not,  what  the  alternatives  for  service 
provision  were.   Third,  to  recommend  program  changes  within  the 
welfare  system  would  have  required  staff  that  were  familiar  with 
the  system  more  intimately,  and  also  would  have  required  state 
and  federal  waivers  of  current  rules  and  regulations  for  programs. 
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An  effort  was  made,  through  the  creation  of  a  temporary  task  force 
during  the  fall  of  1976  to  address  the  concerns  of  the  welfare 
employees  and  the  welfare  consumers  in  these  areas.   Members 
serving  on  the  task  force  included  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  personnel,  local  welfare  employees,  the 
Governor's  Office,  and  low  income  group  representatives.   It  soon 
became  apparent  that  the  number  and  extent  of  the  changes  sought 
by  these  groups  could  not  be  dealt  with  in  the  time  left  to  the 
State  Commission.   Due  to  the  lack  of  time  to  adequately  prepare 
recommendations  on  the  concerns  of  the  task  force  the  State 
Commission  on  Local  Government  decided  to  recommend  the  actual 
assumption  of  the  welfare  system  be  delayed  one  full  fiscal  year 
to  provide  adequate  time  to  study  all  the  relevant  issues. 

LOCAL  CONTROL? 

A  strong  argument  repeatedly  voiced  against  state  assumption  of 
welfare  was  that  such  a  change  would  result  in  a  loss  of  local 
control  over  the  public  welfare  system.   The  validity  of  this 
argument  is,  of  course,  dependent  on  whether  local  control  of 
the  system  can  be  proven  to  exist. 

Under  current  state  statutes,  the  State  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  is  granted  "supervisory  authority"  over 
the  county  departments  of  public  welfare.   The  statutes  also  grant 
the  county  as  represented  by  the  county  commissioners  shall  serve 
as  the  local  administrative  authority  for  the  county  department 
of  public  welfare.   The  question  of  whether  local  control  exists 
hinges  on  this  "administrative  authority"  clause. 

Although  the  state  statutes  still  declare  that  county  commissioners 
have  "administrative  authority"  over  the  local  welfare  departments, 
that  authority  has  eroded  away  in  recent  years.   Previously,  county 
commissioners  were  able  to  directly  administer  the  local  department 
of  public  welfare  in  their  counties,  but  the  entire  welfare  system 
has  changed  dramatically  in  the  last  few  years.   Rules  and  regula- 
tions to  ensure  that  public  assistance  programs  be  provided  uniformly 
throughout  the  nation  have  come  from  the  federal  government.   The 
staL^  departments  of  welfare  have  also  added  their  own  rules  and 
regulations  to  those  from  the  federal  level  to  further  direct  the 
activities  of  service  provision  at  the  local  department  level. 

It  is  apparent  that  mandates  from  the  federal  and  state  levels 
almost  completely  dictate  how  programs  will  be  implemented  at 
the  local  level.   The  Board  is  so  limited  by  these  rules  and 
regulations  that  govern  the  local  welfare  departments  that  its 
function  as  an  administrative  authority  is  for  all  practical  purposes 
perfunctory.   The  county  commissioners,  however,  argue  that  they 
serve  a  purpose  as  a  local  overseer  of  the  welfare  system  simply 
because  the  welfare  department  directors  do  have  to  bring  the 
determinations  of  eligibility  to  them  for  review.   In  many  counties 
it  appears  that  the  county  welfare  director  is  the  administrative 
authority  for  the  department.   Commissioners  have  argued  that  in 
these  instances  the  director  is  the  administrative  authority  only 
because  he  has  been  delegated  that  responsibility  by  the  Board  of 
Public  Welfare.   The  question  is  whether  there  is  any  administrative 
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authority  for  the  Board  to  delegate  to  the  director  in  the  first 
place. 

Before  the  creation  of  Montana's  State  Merit  System,  the  commissioners 
had  much  more  leeway  in  regard  to  hiring  and  firing  employees. 
Currently  under  the  Merit  System,  an  employee  must  pass  an 
examination  and  also  be  approved  by  the  State  Department  of  Social 
and  Rehabilitation  Services  before  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare 
can  hire  or  fire  an  individual.   Commissioners  are  further 
limited  in  this  area  because  the  number  of  positions  that  are 
available  to  be  filled  are  determined  at  the  state  level  first,  and 
then  distributed  among  the  various  local  departments  across  the 
state.   If  a  local  department  does  not  have  state  authorization 
for  another  position  then  that  person  cannot  be  hired. 

A  common  complaint  of  the  Boards  of  Public  Welfare  is  that  they 
serve  only  as  "rubber  stamps"  for  decisions  that  have  already 
been  made  by  the  county  departments  in  accord  with  state  and  federal 
rules  and  regulations.   The  question  becomes  one  of  where  do  county 
commissioners  feel  they  have  local  control  over  the  departments 
of  public  welfare.   The  area  of  responsibility  that  commissioners 
still  feel  they  have  a  voice  in  is  the  review  of  eligibility 
determinations.   Before  the  promulgation  of  state  and  federal 
rules  and  regulations  for  public  assistance  programs,  the  review 
function  of  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare  did  indeed  provide  the 
commissioners  with  a  great  deal  of  decision  making  responsibility. 
The  Board  would  review  determinations  of  eligibility  for  public 
assistance  made  by  the  local  welfare  department,  and  could  decide 
whether  or  not  to  grant  that  assistance  to  an  individual.   Now 
the  review  of  eligibility  determinations  must  be  made  in  accord 
with  the  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  various  programs. 
The  Board  can  still  decide  that  an  individual  should  not  receive 
assistance  as  determined  by  the  county  department,  but  the 
individual  has  the  right  to  a  fair  hearing  to  challenge  that  decision. 
The  fair  hearing  process  has  been  a  sore  spot  with  many  commissioners 
because  the  applicant  usually  wins  the  hearing  and  eventually 
receives  the  assistance. 

For  those  programs  that  are  almost  completely  county  funded  the 
Board  does  still  have  discretion  in  deciding  who  will  receive 
assistance.   These  programs,  however,  do  have  assistance  guidelines 
that  have  come  from  the  state  department,  and  individuals  can  request 
a  fair  hearing  if  they  are  refused  assistance-   These 

programs  include  County  Resident  General  Assistance,  County  Medically 
Needy,  and  County  Burial  programs. 

The  county  commissioners,  as  long  as  they  are  the  agents  for  levying 
the  necessary  mills  to  finance  the  County  Poor  Fund,  feel  they 
are  also  economic  overseers.   The  county  welfare  director  must 
present  a  budget  for  his  department  to  the  county  commissioners  for 
their  approval,  and  the  commissioners  do  have  limited  authority 
to  cut  that  budget.   Their  authority  is  limited  in  that  the  State 
Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  reviews  the  approved 
welfare  department  budget  in  each  county  to  assure  that  sufficient 
funds  are  allowed  for  the  mandated  assistance  programs.   The 
commissioners  can,  of  course,  cut  back  or  add  to  the  programs  that 
are  almost  completely  county  funded,  and  can  also  make  cutbacks 
in  capital  outlays. 
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Under  state  assumption  of  welfare  many  of  these  steps  will  probably 
be  eliminated.   First,  since  the  welfare  system  will  be  financed 
from  the  state  level  through  appropriation  by  the  legislature, 
the  commissioners  will  no  longer  be  direct  funding  agents.   The 
budgets  formulated  by  the  county  welfare  directors  will  most 
likely  be  given  to  the  State  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation 
Services  for  review  as  it  will  be  the  direct  funding  source. 

County  commissioners  have  argued  that  their  role  as  budget  reviewers 
should  not  be  eliminated,  because  as  local  elected  officials 
they  still  have  a  responsibility  to  oversee  the  spending  of  the 
taxpayers'  money  regardless  of  how  that  money  is  generated.   The 
argument  has  a  point,  but  it  should  be  carried  beyond  just  overseeing 
only  the  welfare  budget  to  overseeing  state  budgets  for  all  areas 
if  it  is  to  be  a  valid  one. 

It  is  possible  that  under  state  assumption  the  eligibility  review 
function  of  the  Board  would  also  be  eliminated.   This  would 
in  essence  remove  one  step  in  the  process  for  granting  or  disproving 
assistance,  hopefully  speeding  up  the  entire  welfare  system. 
The  rationale  for  eliminating  this  step  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  commissioners  is  twofold.    First,  the  determinations  have 
been  made  in  the  local  welfare  department  by  people  trained  in 
that  area.   Many  commissioners  have  already  admitted  that  it  is 
not  possible  for  them  to  keep  aware  of  the  rules  and  regulations 
on  which  these  determinations  are  based.   Replies  to  a  questionnaire 
survey  of  county  commissioners  showed  that  the  majority  of 
commissioners  felt  they  had  little  knowledge  of  these  rules  and 
regulations.   (See  Appendix  G. ) 

This  fact  alone  makes  suspect  the  quality  of  their  review  function. 
Second,  the  time  consumed  in  this  review  process  slows  down  the 
delivery  of  assistance  which  in  some  instances  can  be  detrimental 
to  the  individual  in  need.   In  counties  where  the  Board  of  Public 
W.elfare  only  meets  twice  a  month,  it  is  obvious  that  the  system 
is   low.   It  should  be  noted  that  for  many  commissioners  the 
biggest  regret  in  eliminating  the  eligibility  review  function  seems 
to  be  that  they  will  no  longer  know  who  is  receiving  public 
assistance  in  their  county. 

The  argument  for  local  control  of  the  welfare  system  is  an 
ambiguous  one.   The  commissioners  realize  that  under  the  current 
system  they  will  not  be  able  to  gain  more  authority  than  they 
presently  have  due  to  the  existing  legal  limits  of  that  system.   The 
commissioners  openly  admitted  in  their  rationale  for  voting  against 
the  concept  of  state  assumption  during  the  Montana  Association  of 
Counties  Annual  Convention  that  they  had  very  little  control  over 
the  welfare  system  in  their  counties.   They  did,  however,  feel 
that  it  was  important  to  maintain  that  small  role  rather  than 
to  give  up  what  was  left  of  their  administrative  authority  to  the 
state  department. 
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THE  MONTANA  ASSOCIATION  OF  COUNTIES  VOTES  NO 

The  Montana  Association  of  Counties  held  its  annual  meeting  in 
June  of  1976,  and  at  that  time  its  members  voted  against  the 
proposal  made  by  the  Association's  Human  Services  Committee, 
chaired  by  Cascade  County  Commissioner  John  St.  Jermain.   The 
Committee's  proposed  policy  statement  read,  "The  economic 
assistance  and  social  service  programs  shall  be  state  funded 
due  to  the  absence  of  a  residency  requirements."   The  vote  taken 
was  on  that  policy  statement. 

One  other  task  force  within  the  Association  came  out  with  a  policy 
statement  that  stated:   "That  the  Montana  Association  of  Counties 
oppose  state  assumption  of  the  administration  and/or  financing 
of  the  welfare  function."   The  logic  for  that  position  was  put 
in  the  policy  statement  summary,  and  read: 

"Local  control  of  the  welfare  system,  especially  the 
eligibility  determination  function,  is  minimal. 
Criteria  and  procedures  are  largely  set  by  the  state 
and  federal  levels.   Some  control,  however,  is  better 
than  no  control.   The  state  cannot  be  expected  to  pay 
for  the  welfare  function  out  of  state  general  (income 
tax  derived)  funds  unless  administrative  control  is 
also  acquired  -  therefore,  the  only  way  to  maintain 
what  little  local  control  remains  is  to  pay  for  what 
counties  just  barely  administer.   This  policy 
recommendation  is  made  with  the  realization  that  complete 
state  or  federal  control  of  welfare  is  probably 
unavoidable  in  the  not  too  distant  future." 

This  policy  statement  was  adopted  by  the  Montana  Association  of 
Counties  as  its  position  on  state  assumption  of  welfare. 

The  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  at  the  time  had  not  only 
not  made  a  recommendation,  but  its  study  on  the  welfare  system 
had  not  yet  been  completed.   The  Commission  did  not  make  its 
final  recommendation  until  October  of  that  same  year.   Many  of  the 
areas  of  concern  that  were  brought  up  in  relation  to  the  Montana 
Association  of  Counties  Committee's  policy  statement  were  looked 
at  during  the  intervening  months  through  the  completion  of  the 
welfare  study  by  the  State  Commission. 

Although  the  State  Commission  worked  with  the  Human  Services 
Committee  in  formulating  its  policy  statements  for  presentation 
before  the  Montana  Association  of  Counties  Convention,  the 
Commission  was  not  in  a  position  at  that  time  to  present  its  own 
recommendations.   The  State  Commission  was  also  not  attending 
the  Montana  Association  of  Counties  Convention  in  a  role  that 
would  have  allowed  it  to  have  its  recommendations  voted  on  if 
it  indeed  had  had  decided  upon  them. 

Every  effort  to  explain  the  State  Commission's  proposed  fina± 
Recommendation  to  county  commissioners  and  county  welfare  employees 
was  made  during  the  summer  of  1976  as  25  counties,  considered 
representative  of  all  56  counties,  were  visited. 
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In  those  meetings,  the  county  commissioners  were  much  more  willing 
to  listen  and  to  think  about  the  proposal  as  a  real  option.   At 
the  Montana  Association  of  Counties  Convention,  emotionalism  and 
misconceptions  about  the  concepts  of  state  assumption  of  the  wel- 
fare system  dominated  discussion  of  the  issues.   In  the  commissioners 
own  offices,  in  their  own  counties,  they  appeared  to  be  more  open 
and  willing  to  discuss  alternatives  to  the  present  system  than  had 
been  possible  at  the  Convention.   Although  the  commissioners  were 
very  willing  to  have  the  state  pick  up  the  tab  for  the  welfare 
system,  they  generally  wanted  to  retain  some  administrative  role. 

BOARD  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

The  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  did,  however,  realize 
that  the  county  level  of  government  should  be  involved  in  the 
human  service  area.   Included  in  the  Proposed  Local  Government 
Code  was  a  section  calling  for  an  optional  Board  of  Social 
Services.   The  board's  main  purpose  would  be  to  facilitate  the 
provision  of  supplementary  social  services  within  a  county  based 
upon  the  needs  of  that  county.   One  of  the  main  functions  of  the 
social  service  board  would  be  to  require  any  agency  offering  a 
social  service  program  within  the  county  to  register  a  statement 
with  the  board  describing  its  programs  and  the  services  provided. 
This  would  allow  the  board  to  act  as  a  clearing  house  for  infor- 
mation regarding  social  services  available  within  that  county. 
The  board  would  also  require  that  service  providers  update  this 
information  periodically. 

The  board  would  also  be  responsible  for  formulating  a  county 
development  plan.   The  plan  should  include  information  on  the 
current  scope  of  social  services,  and  data  on  the  future  needs 
of  the  county.   It  would  be  the  basic  document  from  which  all 
proposals  concerning  social  services,  such  as  the  creation  of  new 
programs  or  the  elimination  of  existing  ones,  will  be  evaluated 
for  their  impact  on  the  county.   The  board  would  analyze  to  what 
extent  services  are  being  utilized  and  plan  to  implement  programs 
that  will  meet  those  needs  in  their  county  not  currently  being 
addressed.   The  board  would  also  be  able  to  advise  state  depart- 
ments and  private  agencies  on  the  need  for  services,  which  is 
esper"' ally  important  in  view  of  the  trend,  as  exemplified  by 
Title  XX,  to  contract  with  providers  at  the  local  level  to 
provide  services.   (See  Appendix  F.) 

State  assumption  of  welfare  could  have  a  positive  effect  on  county 
governments,  if  commissioners  would  view  it  as  such.   The  commi- 
ssioners would  still  be  directly  involved  in  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  county  owned  health  care  facilities.   Under  the 
All  Purpose  Mill  Levy  in  the  Proposed  Local  Government  Code, 
commissioners  would  be  able  to  set  priorities  for  additional  human 
services  related  programs  that  fit  the  unique  needs  of  the  indivi- 
dual counties.   Time  that  has  had  to  be  spent  in  the  past  reviewing 
a  system  over  which  they  have  little  discretionary  power  would  be 
available  to  develop  programs  in  human  service  areas  where  the 
commissioners  could  exercise  real  decision  making  authority. 
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THE  ADVANTAGES 

One  of  the  most  immediate  and  visible  benefits  of  state  assumption  would 
be  the  elimination  of  dual  administrative  and  financial  authorities. 
The  immediate  result  would  be  the  removal  of  county  commissioners  from 
the  welfare  system,  both  as  a  funding  sourc<^  and  as  essentially 
figurehead  administrators.   The  State  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  would  become  the  only  administrative  authority, 
and  the  sole  dispenser  of  federal  and  state  funds  for  the  entire 
public  assistance  system. 

The  observation  that  the  power  to  control  a  system  resides  with 
the  money  would  no  doubt  hold  true  with  state  assumption.   With 
complete  responsibility  for  allocating  funds,  the  State  Department 
would  be  in  a  position  to  set  priorities  for  the  public  assistance 
system  on  a  statewide  basis.   Hopefully,  this  position  would  also 
allow  the  State  Department  to  alter  those  priorities  much  more 
swiftly  to  meet  current  needs  in  the  system  than  possible  before. 
The  hoped-for  result  would  be  a  responsibe  system  of  public  assis- 
tance capable  of  change  when  required;  providing,  at  the  same 
time,  continuity  in  a  crisis  oriented  system. 

A  single  administrative  authority  would  be  able  to  provide  a  higher 
degree  of  uniformity,  an  absolute  necessity  with  the  vast  number 
of  uniform  standards  ,  rules  and  regulations  that  are 

meant  to  be  carried  out  in  all  areas  within  a  state.   More  effective 
management  of  the  local  welfare  departments  logically  should  follow 
increased  uniformity  of  administration.   Obviously  local  departments 
could  be  more  responsive  to  a  single  rather  than  a  dual  source  of 
administrative  authority. 

At  the  local  department  level,  the  result  would  be  that  personnel  would 
have  only  one  administrative  authority  to  answer  to,  and  more 
importantly,  only  one  authority  making  and  interpreting  policies 
for  the  state  system.   Employees  will  no  longer  be  caught  in  the 
middle  trying  to  decide  which  policy  -  county  or  state  -  to  follow 
when  those  policies  conflict  or  are  difficult  to  interpret.   In 
the  long  term  this  change  should  allow  employees  more  time  to  do 
what  they  were  trained  and  hired  for  —  to  provide  services  to 
those  in  need. 

The  local  department  would  have  to  rely  on  the  director  as  its 

spokesman  to  the  state  level,  and  the  director  will  feel  the  loss 

of  the  Board  which  at  times  has  acted  as  an  intermediary  between 

the  state  and  local  departments  in  conflict.   The  local  department 

director  would  obviously  need  to  be  able  to  accept  more  responsibility 

for  the  operation  of  the  department.    No  longer  will  the  director 

have  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare  to  rely  on  for  advice,  nor  as 

a  body  to  take  the  heat  for  unpopular  decisions.   Currently  the  director 

has  the  best  of  both  worlds,  in  that  he  can  tell  the  Board  that 

the  State  Department  is  to  blame  for  an  unpopular  decision,  or 

vice  versa,  he  can  tell  the  State  Department  that  his  Board  has  his 

hands  tied.   For  the  majority  of  directors,  however,  this 

increased  responsibility  will  be  viewed  as  a  chalQenge  to  be 

dealt  with,  and  overcome. 
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state  assumption  will  work  to  guarantee  that  regardless  of  where  a 

person  resides  in  the  state,  if  he  fits  the  eligibility  criteria 

for  public  assistance  services,  he  will  receive  those 

services  based  on  this  need.   Clients  will  be  better 

served  in  that  there  will  be  no  differences  in  amounts  of  assistance 

grants  or  services  provided  by  the  local  departments.   County 

lines  as  service  boundaries  would  disappear  under  state  assumption  as 

would    the  incentive  for  clients  to  move  from  one  county  to 

another  in  search  of  more  assistance. 

Currently  when  a  person  who  is  a  resident  of  County  A  and  moves 
to  County  B,  County  A  is  responsible  for  the  costs  of  providing 
services  to  that  person  for  the  first  year  that  he  resides  in 
County  B.   The  amount  of  assistance  that  County  A  pays  is  based 
on  how  much  assistance  County  B  determines  the  person  is  eligible 
to  receive.   After  one  year.  County  B  becomes  completely  responsible 
for  the  cost  of  the  services.   This  situation  results  in  a  maze 
of  unending  billing  and  reimbursements  for  services  rendered 
between  counties,  especially  in  view  of  the  mobility  of  the 
American  people.   State  assumption  automatically  eliminates  this 
complicated  and  time  consuming  process  of  paper  and  money  transfers. 
It  also  eliminates  one  more  step  in  the  system  where  errors  and 
omissions  can  occur,  and  should  aid  in  attaining  a  higher  degree 
of  quality  control.   County  residence  as  a  determination  for 
county  financial  responsibilities  will  no  longer  be  necessary. 

County  boundaries  in  Montana  are  not  always  conducive  to  the  most 
convenient  service  delivery.   For  example,  the  location  of  the 
county  department  of  public  welfare  may  not  be  in  the  city 
utilized  by  the  people  of  the  area  as  their  center  of  business. 
In  the  current  public  assistance  system  a  person  seeking  services 
must  go  to  the  welfare  department  in  his  county,  even  though 
another  county's  department  may  not  only  be  closer  geographically 
but  is  the  person's  center  of  business.   State  assumption  would 
allow  the  local  department  closest  to  the  person  needing  services 
to  provide  those  services. 

For  social  workers  the  removal  of  county  lines  as  service  jurisdictions 
shou-d  make  their  jobs  easier  especially  in  the  area  of  child 
welfare.   Records  and  cases  would  not  necessarily  have  to  be  trans- 
ferred to  another  county  department  when  a  client  moves  from  one 
county  to  another.   Also  it  would  be  more  possible  for  social 
workers  to  maintain  contact  with  their  cases  even  if  they  move  out 
of  the  county,  thus  creating  more  continuity  in  the  entire  system. 
A  further  hoped  for  result  would  be  increased  confidentiality  in 
regard  to  records,  especially  in  adoption  proceedings,  as  the  social 
worker  will  be  able  to  travel  between  counties,  rather  than 
transferring  the  records 

The  absence  of  service  boundaries  and  the  fact  that  local  department 
personnel  would  be  state  employees,  provides  the  basis  for  more 
flexible  utilization  of  staff.   It  is  very  possible  that  personnel 
would  be  temporarily  pulled  from  local  department  to  another 
department  having  a  peak  period  in  requests  for  services.   Local 
departments  that  have  been  functioning  at  less  than  a  desirable 
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level  of  service  provision  because  of  an  inadequate  staffing  level 
will  be  more  likely  to  receive  the  necessary  positions  with  state 
assumption.   Although  state  assumption  does  not  mean  an  increase 
in  the  number  of  positions  that  the  State  Department  would  be 
authorized  by  the  Legislature,  it  would  mean  that  the  majority  of 
those  authorized  positions  can  now  be  filled.   Local  departments 
that  have  not  been  able  to  have  more  positions  authorized  for  their 
offices  because  either  the  county  or  the  state  were  unwilling  to 
pay  its  portion  of  the  salaries  should  find  it  easier  to  get  such 
a  request  through  only  one  level. 

State  assumption  would  provide  increased  accountability  of  the  funds 
expended  for  the  public  assistance  system,  and  also  would  provide 
greater  financial  equity  for  paying  for  that  system.   The  cost  of 
welfare  in  the  state  will  be  spread  over  a  large  niamber  of  taxpayers 
as  it  would  be  based  on  income  tax  revenues.   Although  the  State 
Commission  recommends  that  funds  for  the  system  come  from  the  state's 
income  tax,  there  is  no  proposal  that  such  funds  should  be 
earmarked  for  public  assistance.   The  amount  of  funding  the  State 
Department  will  receive  for  its  operation  will  continue  to  be 
determined  by  the  Legislature  and  the  appropriations  will  come 
from  the  General  Fund  which  includes  revenue  sources  other  than 
the  income  tax. 

Although  past  experience  bears  out  the  observation  that  costs  for 
a  system  usually  increase  when  a  function  is  moved  from  a  lower 
level  to  a  higher  level  of  government,  state  assumption  increases 
can  be  predicted.   To  provide  uniform  services  across  the  state 
will  immediately  increase  the  budgets  in  some  local  departments 
in  order  to  bring  them  up  to  the  level  of  other  departments. 

County  welfare  personnel  when  polled  during  the  summer  of  1976 
were  generally  agreed  that  expenditures  for  assistance  grants 
would  not  increase  under  state  assumption.   The  feeling  of  the 
employees  centered  on  the  fact  that  eligibility  determinations 
for  state  and  federal  mandated  programs  are  now  being  determined 
by  the  same  eligibility  criteria  that  will  exist  regardless  of 
which  government  level  is  the  system's  administrative  authority. 
However,  depending  upon  how  rules  and  regulations  for  previously 
county  programs,  such  as  Resident  General  Assistance,  are  written 
by  the  State  Department,  there  could  be  fluctuations  in  their 
total  costs.   (See  Appendix  G.) 

Counties  which  own  hospitals  and/or  nursing  homes  would  be  re- 
quired to  make  decisions  on  how  much  they  wish  to  appropriate 
for  these  facilities.   Under  state  assumption,  these  county - 
owned  health  care  facilities  would  have  to  bill  the  State  Depart- 
ment for  services  that  are  provided  to  persons  receiving  assis- 
tance.  Many  counties  have  funded  these  health  care  expenses 
under  the  County  Poor  Fund  section  of  the  County  Budget.   Since 
state  assumption  eliminates  the  mills  for  the  County  Poor  Fund, 
county  commissioners  would  no  longer  be  able  to  levy  those  mills 
for  such  facilities.   Essentially  this  change  is  going  to  require 
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county  commissioners  to  take  a  closer  look  into  the  financing 
of  these  facilities,  and  to  determine  the  priority  such  funding 
is  to  have  in  their  budget.   The  Proposed  Local  Government  Code 
provides  commissioners  with  an  All-Purpose  Mill  Levy,  and  if 
commissioners  decide  to  continue  funding  health  care  facilities, 
the  necessary  mills  would  come  from  this  authorization. 

State  grants-in-aid  will  be  eliminated  under  state  assumption 
since  all  funds  for  the  welfare  system  will  be  coming  from  the 
State  Department.   Currently  there  are  no  real  incentives  for 
counties  not  to  request  a  grant-in-aid  when  their  Poor  Fund 
monies  are  no  longer  adequate  to  operate  the  local  department. 
Those  counties  with  county-owned  health  care  facilities  would  be 
required  to  analyze  more  closely  the  operation  of  these  facilities, 
because  the  state  grant-in-aid  will  no  longer  be  available  to  pay 
the  deficits  created  by  them.   If  commissioners  were  unwilling 
to  adequately  fund  these  facilities  through  the  sources  open  to 
them,  it  may  mean  that  some  of  these  facilities  would  eventually 
be  closed  or  sold. 

Even  though  it  is  currently  legal  to  appropriate  funds  for  the 
county  health  care  facilities  through  the  Poor  Fund  budget,  it 
is  a  questionable  practice.   These  facilities  historically  were 
built  and  financed  through  the  County  Poor  Fund  as  facilities 
for  the  poor.   There  were  no  statutes  then  guaranteeing  the 
right  of  an  individual  to  seek  medical  treatment  from  the  facility 
and  physician  of  his  choice.   At  that  time  these  facilities  were 
to  care  for  the  poor  who  many  times  could  not  receive  care  in 
other  facilities  because  of  the  very  fact  that  they  were  poor. 
Today  an  individual  can  choose  where  and  from  whom  he  wishes  to 
receive  approved  medical  services,  and  the  public  assistance 
system  will  cover  the  appropriate  expenses.   County  facilities 
have  over  the  years  become  public  institutions  in  the  county  and, 
as  such,  it  can  be  argued  that  they  should  be  viewed  as  public 
facilities  and  not  funded  under  the  guise  of  the  County  Poor  Fund. 
As  previously  explained,  state  assumption  does  not  include  costs 
for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  these  county-owned  facilities. 
It  is  very  possible  that  many  counties  would  realize  for  the  first 
t:me  just  how  dependent  they  have  become  on  funding  their  facilities 
thr"'-.gh  the  County  Poor  Fund  when  state  assumption  eliminated  it 
as  a  source  of  revenue. 

The  urban  counties  of  the  state  have  felt  at  times  that  they  have 
been  penalized  for  providing  more  services  than  are  usually 
possible  in  rural  counties,  such  as  specialized  treatment  centers, 
more  adequate  medical  centers  and  so  forth.   The  programs  are 
present  to  provide  services  to  those  who  need  then,  but  urban 
counties  have  also  found  these  programs  act  as  incentives  for 
people  residing  out  of  the  county  to  move  in  and  attain  residency. 
After  the  one  year  residency  requirement  has  been  completed, 
these  people  become  the  financial  responsibility  of  the  urban 
counties.   State  assumption  would  help  alleviate  this  problem 
because  all  taxpayers  would  be  paying  for  all  assistance  based 
on  their  income  and  not  where  they  might  reside.   Rural  areas 
would  be  encouraged  to  provide  more  of  these  services  which  they 
are  currently  reluctant  to  do  as  people  who  move  in  to  take 
advantage  of  the  services  would  no  longer  unduly  pressure  the 
tax  base  if  they  became  a  resident  of  the  county. 
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LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY 

Bob  Palmer,  Representative  from  Missoula  in  District  96,  spon- 
sored HB  676  (see  Appendix  H)  which  contained  the  recommendations 
made  by  the  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  regarding  welfare 
assumption.   Cosponsors  of  the  bill  included  Representatives  Brand, 
Hansen,  Quilici,  Cooney ,  Metcalf,  Ellis,  Waldron,  Courtney, 
Harrington  and  Kimble.   The  bill  was  assigned  to  the  House  Public 
Health,  Welfare  and  Safety  Committee  for  consideration  and  the 
initial  hearing  was  scheduled  for  February  17. 

Prior  to  the  hearing,  several  county  commissioners  were  contacted 
regarding  the  bill.   Up  until  then,  it  was  generally  thought  that 
the  following  counties  would  support  the  concept  of  state  assump- 
tion of  welfare:   Lake,  Missoula,  Glacier,  Teton,  Pondera,  Lewis 
and  Clark,  Cascade,  Wheatland,  Fergus,  Judith  Basin,  Golden  Valley, 
Musselshell,  Petroleum,  Yellowstone,  Flathead,  Toole  and  Chouteau; 
and  consequently  make  their  wishes  known  to  their  legislators. 
This  assiomption  was  based  on  prior  contacts  state  commission  staff 
had  made  with  these  county  commissioners  during  the  summer  and 
fall  of  1976.   Inasmuch  as  the  total  population  of  these  counties 
based  on  1974  Population  Estimates  is  approximately  397,000, 
these  counties  represent  53.17  %  of  the  state  total  population 
even  though  their  number  is  only  17.   It  became  apparent,  however, 
that  not  all  of  these  counties  would  support  the  bill.   And,  of 
those  that  would,  they  might  accept  its  provisions  in  concept, 
particularly  state  assumption  of  financial  responsibility,  but 
the  lingering  emotional  issue  of  anticipated  loss  of  local  control, 
however  illusory,  prevented  them  from  actively  supporting  the  bill. 
Only  two  counties  —  Missoula  and  Cascade  —  offered  unqualifed 
support  and  agreed  to  testify  at  the  hearing. 

The  following  state  organizations  were  also  contacted  prior  to 
the  hearing:   the  Montana  Chapter  of  the  National  Association  of 
Social  Workers,  the  Casey  Family  Program,  the  Montana  State  Low 
Income  Organization,  the  Montana  Taxpayers  Association,  the 
Montana  Catholic  Conference,  the  Montana  Farmers  Union,  the 
Montana  AFL-CIO,  the  Montana  Senior  Citizens  Association,  the 
Montana  Nursing  Home  Association,  and  the  American  Civil  Liberties 
Union.   Some  of  these  organizations  actively  supported  the  bill 
but  were  either  unwilling  or  unable  to  send  a  representative  to 
the  hearing  to  testify  for  the  bill.   Others  felt  they  could  not 
actively  support  the  bill  although  they  agreed  not  to  oppose  it. 
The  following  organizations  sent  representatives  to  the  hearing: 
the  Montana  Chapter  of  the  National  Association  of  Social  Workers, 
Montana  AFL-CIO,  American  Civil  Liberties  Union,  the  Montana 
Nursing  Home  Association,  and  the  Montana  Senior  Citizens  Associa- 
tion. 

In  addition  to  these  organizations,  the  following  state  agencies 
sent  representatives  either  to  offer  testimony  upon  request  of 
the  committee  or  to  answer  their  questions:   the  Montana  Poverty 
Advisory  Council,  the  Local  Government  Advisory  Council,  the 
Child  and  Youth  Development  Bureau,  and  the  Director's  Office  of 
the  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services. 
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Because  the  legislative  hearing  process  was  in  its  last  week, 
the  Public  Health  Conunittee  limited  oral  testimony  to  one  half 
hour  —  allowing  proponents  and  opponents  approximately  fifteen 
minutes  apiece.   Copies  of  some  of  the  proponents'  testimony 
appear  in  Appendix  I . 

J.D.  Lynch,  Representative  from  Butte  in  District  87,  led  the 
opposition  to  the  bill.   He  was  generally  in  favor  of  the  state 
assuming  financial  responsibility  for  the  counties'  share  of 
welfare  programs,  but  felt  local  governments  should  retain  ad- 
ministrative control  over  these  programs.   He  also  felt  that 
state  administrative  control  over  welfare  would  eventually  lead 
to  regionalization  of  this  system. 

Greg  McCurdy  representing  the  Montana  Association  of  Counties 
also  expressed  a  fear  of  increasing  the  power  of  the  state 
bureaucracy  if  the  state  assumption  bill  were  to  pass.   He 
felt  that  only  the  urban  centers  would  benefit  from  state  assump- 
tion and  because  Montana  was  predominantly  a  rural  state,  local 
control  over  welfare  was  the  best  way  to  administer  these  programs, 
He  also  believed  that  passage  of  the  bill  would  destroy  the 
county  hospital  programs.   Larry  Anderson,  Liberty  County  Commis- 
sioner, also  felt  state  assumption  would  result  in  a  loss  of 
available  funds  for  the  county-owned  hospitals.   It  was  pointed 
out  to  the  committee  later  that  state  assumption  would  not 
directly  affect  these  programs  and  that  they  All-Purpose  Mill 
Levy  could  be  used  by  county  governments  to  finance  them. 

Gallatin  County  Commissioner,  George   Sager,  spoke  against  the 
bill  and  reinforced  the  concept  of  local  control  over  county 
welfare  programs.   Chouteau  County  Commissioner,  Dale  Skaalure, 
felt  passage  of  the  bill  would  fragmentize  local  control  and 
that  it  would  result  in  an  increase  in  costs  without  necessarily 
providing  better  services  to  clients.   He  used  the  example  of 
the  Educational  Foundation  Program  and  felt  it  had  failed  to  re- 
move all  the  inequities  in  educational  funding  between  counties. 

F'^T  lowing  testimony,  questions  were  asked  of  Lud  Browman ,  Missoula 
County  Commissioner  who  had  testified  for  the  bill,  to  determine 
how  much  control  county  commissioners  legally  had  over  welfare 
programs.   Mr.  Browman  stated  commissioners  could  review  welfare 
eligibility  determinations  but  that  left  the  basic  question  of 
real  control  unanswered. 

There  was  no  debate  or  discusssion  on  the  bill  among  committee 
members  and  the  bill  was  killed  by  a  vote  of  14  -  6,   a  tally 
of  the  committee  vote  appears  in  Appendix  J. 

Bob  Palmer  appealed  the  adverse  committee  report  on  the  House 
floor  and  the  bill  went  up  for  second  reading  February  22.   Palmer 
and  the  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  felt  the  social  sig- 
nificance of  the  bill  deserved  a  full  hearing  and  debate  before 
the  House.   It  was  also  felt  that  floor  debate  during  thes  legis- 
lative session  would  increase  the  bill's  chances  of  passage  during 
the  next  session  but  that,  in  any  event,  state  assumption  was  an 
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inevitability.  Bob  Palmer's  address  to  the  House  appears  in 
Appendix  K.  The  bill  failed  to  pass  second  reading  71  -  26. 
(See  Appendix  L  for  the  vote  tabulation.) 

Senator  Larry  Fasbender  from  Cascade  County  introduced  an 
alternate  bill  —  SB  438.   This  bill  provided  for  state  assump- 
tion of  the  financial  responsibility  of  connty-funded  welfare 
programs.   It  did  not  provide  for  the  assumption  of  adminis- 
trative responsibility  however  as  did  HB  676  and  it  proposed 
to  finance  these  programs  not  through  General  Fund  revenue 
as  did  HB  676  but  through  a  general  property  tax  of  3  mills 
in  each  county. 

The  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  had  previously  con- 
sidered state  financial  assumption  without  administrative 
assumption  and  concluded  it  would  result  in  a  dramatic  and 
unwarranted  increase  in  state  welfare  costs  although  passage 
of  a  bill  specifying  only  financial  assumption  would  logically 
lead  to  eventual  administrative  assumption  as  well.   However 
in  the  interim  the  costs  to  the  taxpayers  would  be  enormous. 
The  State  Commission  also  felt  that  although  a  uniform  welfare 
mill  levy  would  equalize  financing,  it  would  not  provide  the 
fiscal  equity  and  property  tax  reduction  that  general  fund 
financing  would  provide.   In  any  event,  SB  438  was  defeated 
on  second  reading  in  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  27  -  18.   (See 
Appendix  M  for  the  vote  tabulation.) 

Following  the  defeat  of  HB  534  which  provided  for  the  abolish- 
ment of  the  Department  of  Institutions  and  the  assumption  of 
its  programs  by  the  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation 
Services,  HJR  8  8  was  introduced  and  assigned  to  the  Joint 
Appropriations  Committee.   HJR  88  provided  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  legislative  council  interim  committee  to  study 
human  services  delivery  systems  in  the  state.   State  Commis- 
sion staff  appeared  during  the  initial  hearings  on  HJR  88 
to  present  testimony  in  favor  of  the  bill  and  to  present  amend- 
ments to  the  bill  to  insure  the  study  would  include  an  analysis 
of  the  delivery  of  human  services  at  the  local  as  well  as  the 
state  and  federal  levels.   The  State  Commission  felt  that  many 
of  its  recommendations  regarding  the  delivery  of  public  health 
and  welfare  services  would  remain  under  study  if  the  interim 
committee  were  to  analyze  the  delivery  of  these  services  at 
the  local  as  well  as  the  state  level.   HJR  88  passed  both 
the  House  and  Senate  without,  however,  the  suggested  amend- 
ments.  (See  Appendix  N  for  HJR  88  and  the  State  Commission's 
suggested  amendments.) 
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CONCLUSION 

The  people  of  Montana  are  very  proud  of  their  state,  as  declared 
in  the  1972  Constitution  Preamble: 

We  the  people  of  Montana  grateful 
to  God  for  the  quiet  beauty  of  our 
state,  the  grandeur  of  our  mountains, 
the  vastness  of  our  rolling  plains, 
the  desiring  to  improve  the  quality 
of  life,  the  quality  of  opportunity, 
and  to  secure  the  blessings  of  liberty 
for  this  and  future  generations  do 
ordain  and  establish  this  Constitution. 

It  is  this  quality  of  life  in  Montana  that  its  citizens  cherish, 
and  which  should  be  extended  to  the  greatest  degree  possible 
to  those  in  need  of  life's  basic  necessities.   The  State  Commission 
on  Local  Government  realizes  that  state  assumption  of  the  welfare 
system  is  not  the  total  answer  to  this  challenge,  but  it  is  a 
positive  beginning.   Until  the  entire  welfare  system  is  reformed 
at  the  federal  level,  state  and  local  governments  will  be 
required  to  work  within  the  limited  alternatives  currently 
available. 

For  Montana,  state  assumption  represents  a  dramatic  change  in  philosophy 

for  a  state  that  has  had  a  long  tradition  of  local  government 

involvement  in  the  provision  of  assistance;  but  the  system  of 

welfare  has  changed  over  the  years,  and  state  assumption  deserves 

to  be  tried  as  a  way  of  more  adequately  providing  services  to 

those  in  need,  and  as  a  more  equitable  way  to  finance  those 

services.   Every  year  that  county  governments  request  the 

Legislature  to  direct  the  state  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation 

Services  to  assume  a  larger  portion  of  the  costs  for  the  public 

assistance  system,  state  assumption  becomes  a  more  inevitable 

reality. 
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APPENDIX  A 

CURRENT  WELFARE  SYSTEf^ 


FEDERAL  LEVEL 


STATE  LEVEL 


LOCAL  LEVEL 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE 


i 
Mandated   PrograiTis 

i 
Rules  and  Regulations 


DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  AND  REHABILITATION  SERVICES 


STATE  FAIR 
HEARING  PROCESS 


COUNTY  DEPARTMENT 
OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE 


i 

Rules  and  Regulations 


DISTRICT  OFFICE 
FOR  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

*  Social  Services 

*  Developmentally 

Disabled  Services 

*  Vocational  Rehabilitation 

Services 


BOARD  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE 
County  Commissioners 


*  COUNTY  PROGRAMS 

*  County  General  Assistance  for  Residents 

*  County  Medical  Program 

*  County  Transient  Relief  Program 

*  County  Burial  Program 

*  County  Ambulance  Program 


*  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 

*  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children 

*  Food  Stamps 

*  Medical  Assistance 

*  Adult  Foster  Care 

*  Child  Welfare  Services 

*  Emergency  ADC 

*  Social  Services 

*  Homemaker  Services 


*  COUNTY  HOSPITALS 


*  COUNTY  NURSING  HOMES 


Personnel 


Eligibility 
Criteria 


Eligibility 

Determination 

Rev  lev.' 
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APPENDIX  C 

SOCIAL  SERVICE  SYSTEI^ 

DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  AND  REHABILITATION  SERVICES 

DIVISION  OF  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

BUREAU  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

SOCIAL  SERVICES  REGIONAL  REPRESENTATIVE 

J' 
SOCIAL  WORKER  SUPERVISOR 

■. ' 
SOCIAL  SERVICES  CONSULTANT 

SOCIAL  WORKER 

CLIENT 
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APPENDIX  D 
SUMMARY  OF  OTHER  STATES'  WELFARE  SYSTEMS 


ARKANSAS:   All  human  services  are  provided  by  the  state  and  are 

funded  with  state  and  federal  monies.   Local  governments 
do  furnish  office  space  and  utilities  for  the  local 
state  offices. 

CONNECTICUT:   Prior  to  1953,  towns  were  fully  responsible  for 
administrating  and  financing  welfare  programs. 
In  1953  the  residency  requirements  were  changed 
and  the  state  assumed  35%  of  the  local  welfare 
expenditures.   The  state  has  steadily  assumed  more 
of  the  costs  and  now  pays  90%.   The  towns  still 
provide  General  Assistance,  but  the  standard  of 
need  for  that  program  is  determined  by  the  state. 
The  towns  fund  the  program  through  local  taxes , 
but  are  able  to  receive  state  reiinbursement  if  they 
adhere  to  the  state  requirements  for  eligibility 
and  payments . 

There  is  a  movement  with  the  larger  cities  to 
have  the  state  pick  up  the  costs  of  General 
Assistance  completely.   The  system  has  worked 
successfully  so  far,  because  the  state  has  been 
able  to  set  the  standards  for  the  program  and  thus 
assure  uniformity  throughout  the  state.   An  ad  hoc 
committee  of  local  administrators  of  the  program 
meets  with  the  state  once  a  month  to  discuss  program 
changes. 

DELAWARE:   Prior  to  1969,  welfare  was  a  state  and  county  funded 
system  administered  by  the  state.   In  1969  the  state 
took  over  all  welfare  payments  and  administration, 
including  the  General  Assistance  program. 

HAWAII:   Welfare  system  has  always  been  state  and  federally  funded 
and  state  administered.   The  state  provides  a  General 
Assistance  program.   The  Social  Services  Department  favors 
the  federalization  of  welfare. 

INDIANA:   All  welfare  programs  are  administered  by  the  state  with  the 
direct  services  provided  through  the  county  departments. 
County  welfare  departments  are  not  considered  to  be 
extensions  of  the  state  department,  but  by  law  are  under 
the  close  supervision  and  authority  of  the  state.   Each 
county  has  a  county  welfare  board  that  is  responsible  for 
appointing  the  county  director,  and  authorizing  the 
expenditures  made  by  the  county  department.   Each  county 
also  has  a  county  council  that  is  responsible  for  the 
appropriating  of  funds  including  those  of  welfare.   The 
county,  state  and  federal  levels  of  government  are  all 
involved  in  the  funding  of  programs  in  varying  degrees. 
The  personnel  in  the  county  departments  are  considered 
to  be  county  employees. 
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The  state  Department  of  Public  Welfare  would  like  to 
see  the  whole  system  state  administered. 

LOUISIANA:   The  welfare  system  has  been  state  administered  since 
1936,  and  is  funded  with  state  and  federal  funds  with 
the  exception  of  local  donor  funds  in  social  service 
contracting.   The  state  provides  a  General  Assistance 
program  entirely  supported  by  state  funds. 

MASSACHUSETTS:   The  state  assumed  the  administration  of  all  welfare 
programs  in  1968,  and  the  welfare  system  is  funded 
from  state  and  federal  monies.   The  state  provides 
a  general  assistance  program  which  does  not  provide 
help  to  persons  that  are  determined  to  be  employable. 

MICHIGAN:   All  welfare  programs  are  administered  by  the  state 

department  and  are  funded  by  the  state  and  federal  levels. 
The  counties  do  provide  funding  for  the  General 
Assistance  program.   Although  the  local  offices  are 
title  county  department  they  are  actually  extensions  of 
the  state  departments.   Each  county  has  a  board  of  social 
services,  two  members  are  appointed  by  the  county 
commissioners,  and  one  is  appointed  by  the  state  department 
director. 

MISSISSIPPI:   All  welfare  programs  are  administered  by  the  state  with 
local  offices  in  the  counties  whose  personnel  are 
considered  to  be  state  employees.   The  counties  do 
provide  limited  funding  for  the  General  Assistance 
program  and  for  Food  Stamps.   There  are  local  welfare 
boards  in  all  of  the  counties. 

MISSOURI:   All  welfare  programs  have  been  state  financed  and 
administered  since  the  1930 's.   There  is  a  General 
Relief  program  that  is  state  administered  and  financed. 
There  is  a  six-member  board  called  the  County  Welfare 
Commission  that  is  strictly  advisory  in  nature. 

NEBRASKA:   The  welfare  system  is  state-supervised  and  county- 
administered.   State  regional  offices  monitor  and  supervise 
the  county  offices  for  compliance  with  state  and  federal 
rules  and  regulations,  and  to  assure  uniformity  of 
services.   The  system  is  funded  by  all  three  levels  of 
government,  with  the  counties  funding  the  General 
Assistance  program.   The  General  Assistance  program  is 
totally  the  responsibility  of  the  county.   Personnel 
in  the  county  offices  are  considered  to  be  county  employees. 
Each  county  has  a  board  of  public  welfare  with  the 
county's  commissioners  as  members. 

NEVADA:   The  state  administers  all  the  programs  under  its  state 
plan,  but  the  county  administers  General  Assistance, 
emergency  help,  and  some  medical  service  not  available 
under  Title  XIX.   In  all  counties,  the  commissioners 
govern  the  county  welfare  system. 
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NEW  MEXICO: 


OKLAHOMA: 


The  welfare  system  is  state  administered  and  funded 
by  federal  and  state  monies;  the  state  does  provide 
a  General  Assistance  program.   At  no  time  has  the 
welfare  system  included  the  local  government  units. 

The  state  maintains  offices  in  all  of  the  counties 
across  the  state.   The  state  is  responsible  for  administra- 
tion and  financing  with  the  federal  level.   General 
Assistance  is  state  administered  and  financed.   The 
counties  may  establish  local  boards  of  welfare  to  provide 
supplemental  services  to  their  area. 


PENNSYLVANIA:   The  state  administered  all  the  public  assistance 
programs  except  that  the  county  commissioners 
administer  the  child  welfare  services  including 
AFDC  and  receive  a  60%  reimbursement  from  the  state. 
There  are  state  offices  in  each  of  the  counties, 
and  personnel  are  considered  to  be  state  employees. 
Child  welfare  services  employees  are,  however,  employees 
of  the  county.   The  county  administers  the  General 
Assistance  program  in  the  same  manner  as  the  AFDC 
assistance.   Each  local  state  office  has  a  board  of 
citizens  appointed  by  the  Governor's  Office  to 
administer  the  office  under  state  regulations. 

RHODE  ISLAND:   The  state  administers  all  the  welfare  system  because 
the  state  is  too  small  for  county  governments.   The 
local  welfare  directors  have  statutory  authority 
to  administer  local  General  Assistance  programs.   The 
General  Assistance  program  is  funded  wholly  by 
the  state,  which  also  pays  the  administrative  costs 
with  the  exception  of  the  salary  of  the  local  director 
and  his  secretary  which  is  funded  by  the  city  or  town 
fund.   In  1964,  the  state  assumed  all  the  costs  of 
the  General  Assistance  program  except  for  the  salaries 
of  the  director  and  secretary. 

TEXAS:   All  welfare  programs  are  administered  by  the  state  through 
local  state  offices  in  each  county.   The  programs  are  all 
funded  by  state  and  federal  monies,  except  in  the  case  of 
some  contracted  social  services  where  county  money  is  used 
for  the  match  to  federal  dollars.   A  number  of  counties  do 
support  county  welfare  departments  which  provide  welfare 
related  services,  and  the  personnel  in  those  departments  are 
considered  to  be  employees  of  the  county.   The  General 
Assistance  program  is  administered  and  financed  by  the  county 
level,  and  each  department  sets  its  own  eligibility  criteria 
for  the  service. 

UTAH:   The  state  department  administers  all  welfare  programs  except 
the  medical  assistance  to  the  medically  indigent  which  is 
provided  and  funded  through  the  counties.   There  is  a  General 
Assistance  program,  but  the  services  are  not  available  to 
people  who  are  not  residents  of  the  state.   Each  county  or 
district  has  an  advisory  board  that  is  appointed  by  the 
county  commissioners  which  serves  as  a  liaison  between  the 
local  state  office  and  the  community,  and  also  makes 
recommendations  to  the  state  departments.   Personnel  in  the 

-33- 


local  state  offices  are  considered  to  be  state  employees. 

WASHINGTON:   The  state  administers  and  finances  with  the  federal 
government  the  income  maintenance  and  social  service 
programs.   The  county  level  may  create  advisory 
committees  or  citizen  task  forces  to  deal  with  local 
human  service  concerns.   The  concurrence  of  the 
county  commissioners  is  required  in  the  appointment 
of  the  local  administrator  by  the  state  department. 


WEST  VIRGINIA: 


The  welfare  system  is  state-administered  and 
financed.   The  welfare  system  has  been  state 
administered  since  1975,  and  the  counties 
participated  in  financing  of  the  services  until 
1970  when  the  Legislature  relieved  them  of  that 
responsibility.   The  General  Assistance  program 
is  available  only  to  those  individuals  who  have 
been  deprived  of  participating  in  the  Supplemental 
Security  program,  and  would  have  met  the  state's 
definition  of  disabled  before  the  transfer  of 
adult  categories  to  the  federal  government 
authority. 
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APPENDIX  E 
ALTERNATIVES 


The  State  Commission  on  Local  Government's  Temporary  Task  Force 
on  Economic  Assistance  and  Social  Services  discussed  the  following 
alternative  proposals  for  improving  the  staLc  public  assistance 
system. 

*  RECOMMEND  that  the  current  welfare  system  in  Montana  remain  as 
is. 

*  RECOMMEND  that  the  state,  as  represented  by  the  Department  of 
Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services,  assume  full  financial  and 
administrative  authority  for  those  programs  currently  provided 
by  the  county  departments  of  public  welfare. 

*  RECOMMEND  the  state,  as  represented  by  the  Department  of  Social 
and  Rehabilitation  Services,  assume  the  full  financial  and 
administrative  authority  for  federal  and  state  programs.   The 
county,  as  represented  by  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare,  maintain 
the  financial  and  administrative  authority  for  programs  currently 
considered  to  be  county  programs  including  the  Resident  General 
Assistance  and  the  County  Medical  programs. 

Comments : 

*  This  proposal  could  answer  the  needs  of  the  urban  counties 
for  some  financial  relief  in  the  costs  of  providing  welfare 
services;  however,  all  the  counties  would  still  have  costs 
for  the  county  programs  which  would  require  mills  to  be 
levied  to  cover  them. 

*  This  proposal  would  require  the  counties  be  given  the 
authority  to  levy  up  to  a  specific  number  of  mills  to  fund 
these  county  programs.   (The  limit  would  be  substantially 
lower  than  the  current  13.5  mills  allowed,  because  the 
overall  county  proportion  of  the  costs  would  be  much  less.) 
This  would  result  in  the  property  owner  paying  a  lower 
property  tax,  but  he  would  also  have  to  pay  for  the  state 
assumed  welfare  costs  through  income  tax.   The  property 
owner  would  in  essence  be  paying  twice  for  the  welfare 
system  although  he  would  not  be  paying  for  the  same  programs 
in  both  cases.   A  decision  would  have  to  be  made  on  whether 
state  grants  in  aid  would  be  continued  for  those  counties 
that  may  reach  their  mill  levy  limit  under  this  proposal 
and  still  not  have  enough  money  to  fund  their  programs, 

as  is  now  the  case  in  some  counties  under  the  current  welfare 
system. 

*  This   proposal  could  require  the  state  to  assume  all  costs 
involved  with  personnel,  resulting  in  all  county  welfare 
employees  becoming  full  state  employees.   This  could  result 

in  the  county  having  to  contract  with  the  Department  of  Social 
and  Rehabilitation  Services  to  have  what  would  be  local 
state  personnel  do  the  necessary  eligibility  determination 
and  so  forth  for  the  county  programs. 
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*  Another  possibility  would  be  to  leave  the  personnel  funding 

as  is  with  the  county,  state  and  federal  levels  all  contributing 

to  employee  costs.   This  would  leave  personnel  with  dual 

employers  -  county  and  state  -  and  would  also  mean  that 

the  county  would  have  to  levy  mills  on  the  property  tax 

to  cover  its  share  of  the  personnel  costs.   This 

alternative  would  solve  the  jurisdictional  problem  that 

the  counties  have  mentioned  could  result  that  without 

having  some  direct  financial  involvement  in  the  system, 

the  counties  generally  feel  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare 

would  have  no  real  authority  to  review  determinations  of 

eligibility. 

*  It  should  be  noted  that  the  county  would  still  have  state 
supervision  on  its  programs,  as  there  are  currently  state 
guidelines  for  the  General  Assistance  program  and  specific 
state  eligibility  criteria  for  the  County  Medical  program. 
Counties  generally  agree  that  their  largest  costs  are 

in  the  area  of  medical  services,  so  for  some  counties 
maintaining  the  medical  program  may  not  provide  sufficient 
welfare  cost  relief. 

*  RECOMMEND  the  state  assume  the  full  funding  of  the  county's 
share  of  the  welfare  system,  but  that  full  assumption  by  the 
state  of  administrative  control  be  optional. 

Comments : 

*  This  proposal  would  address  the  financial  needs  of  the 
urban  counties  in  particular,  and  all  the  counties 
generally  in  regard  to  their  share  of  the  costs  of  the 
welfare  system.   State  financing  could  also  eliminate 
the  need  for  counties  to  keep  track  of  the  residence 
of  a  person  from  county  to  county,  which  is  necessary 
under  the  current  system  to  determine  which  county  is 
financially  responsible  for  assistance  costs  for  one  year 
when  a  person  changes  their  county  of  residence. 

*  Under  state  financing,  county  welfare  personnel  would  become 
state  employees  as  no  part  of  their  salaries  would  be 

funded  from  county  money.   This  could  result  in  a  jurisdictional 
problem  between  the  state  and  county  levels  if  the  administra- 
tion of  the  welfare  system  was  to  remain  as  it  is  currently. 
County  commissioners,  as  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare,  would 
still  have  the  legal  authority  to  administer  welfare  in  their 
county,  and  there  is  a  question  on  whether  the  county 
commissioners  could  legally  administer  state  employees. 

*  The  functions  of  the  current  Board  of  Public  Welfare  to  review 
determinations  of  eligibility  made  by  the  local  welfare 
departments  could  also  be  questioned  under  this  proposal. 
County  commissioners  have  wondered  by  what  authority  they 
would  review  determinations  especially  since  they  would 

not  be  directly  involved  in  providing  funds. 
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*  County  commissioners  have  expressed  concern  that  once  the 
state  level  has  the  full  funding  authority  that  the  county's 
legal  authority  to  administer  the  local  welfare  office  will 
eventually  become  meaningless.   There  is  also  concern  as 

to  how  the  welfare  system  can  be  adequately  administered 
when  there  are  two  levels  of  government  supposedly  able  to 
make  decisions  and  orders,  but  only  one  of  the  levels  is 
financially  involved. 

*  If  counties  are  to  maintain  their  current  administrative 
control,  then  legally  they  would  also  retain  power  to  provide 
for  the  welfare  of  persons  in  their  county.   A  question 
arises  on  how  the  county  can  be  held  liable  for  provision 

of  welfare  when  it  would  not  have  any  funding  authority 

to  do  so,  because  the  state  would  be  the  only  funding  source 

with  aid  from  the  federal  level. 
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APPENDIX  F 
SOCIAL  SERVICES 

47A-6-7101.   Policy  and  Purpose,   It  is  declared  the  policy 
of  the  state  that  although  both  the  state  and  federal  governments 
provide  essential  social  services  to  the  ci-i-izens  of  Montana,  the 
need  exists  for  supplementary  services  to  be  delivered  to  provide 
fully  for  the  development  of  the  individual.   It  is  the  purpose 
of  this  chapter  to  effect  these  policies  by  facilitating  the 
provision  of  supplementary  social  services  by  the  county. 

47A-6-7102.   GENERAL  PROVISIONS  APPLY.   A  local  government 
providing  social  services  shall  proceed  under  the  provisions  of 
this  title,  except  that  the  specific  powers,  procedures,  and 
instructions  contained  in  this  subpart.  Title  71,  and  other  state 
laws  shall  be  considered  to  be  additional  powers  and  additional 
requirements  or  to  supersede  other  provisions  of  this  title. 

47A-6-7103.   ADMINISTRATION.   (1)   A  county  may  create  a 
administrative  board  to  administer  any  provision  of  this  chapter. 

(2)  A  majority  of  the  board  shall  be  members  of  the  general 
public.   One  member  shall  be  a  member  of  the  county  governing  body. 

(3)  The  board  shall  advise  the  local  department  of  public 
welfare,  the  department  of  social  and  rehabilitation  services,  the 
department  of  institutions,  and  any  other  social  service  related 
agency  on: 

(a)  the  development  and  concerns  of  locally  sponsored  social 
service  programs;  and 

(b)  appeals  and  complaints  of  consumers  and  providers  of 
social  services. 

(4)  The  board  may  request  authority  from  the  state  department 
of  social  and  rehabilitation  services  to  serve  as  a  preliminary 
appeals  board  on  objections  to  determinations  of  eligibility  made 

by  the  county  department  of  social  and  rehabilitation  services.   This 
authority  is  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  state 
department  of  social  and  rehabilitation  services. 

47A-6-7104.   COORDINATION.   (1)   A  county  shall  whenever 
possible  coordinate  all  municipal,  county,  state,  federal,  and 
private  social  services  provided  within  its  boundaries. 

(2)  To  facilitate  coordination,  a  county  shall  require  all 
agencies  providing  social  services  within  its  boundaries  to  file 

a  registration  statement  describing  the  services  offered  or  provided. 

(3)  (a)   Where  a  county  or  administrative  board  has  been 
established,  it  may  formulate  a  development  plan  for  the  provision 
of  social  services  within  the  county. 
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(b)  The  plan  shall  include  data  about  the  available  local 
resources  and  their  utilization,  costs  of  existing  and  proposed 
social  services,  and  the  effectiveness  of  existing  and  proposed 
social  services  weighed  against  the  current  and  future  needs  of  the 
county. 

(c)  If  a  plan  has  been  formulated,  the  county  shall  evaluate 
all  proposals  to  deliver  social  services  on  the  basis  of  that 
plan. 
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SYNOPSIS  OF  RESULTS  FROM  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS'  QUESTIONNAIRE 

The  majority  of  county  commissioners: 

*  answering  were  from  rural  counties. 

*  met  as  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare  once  a  month. 

*  did  not  feel  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare  has  a  substantial 
amount  of  authority  in  making  decisions  concerning  the 
activities  of  the  local  county  department  of  public  welfare. 
(26  to  10) 

*  responded  they  were  not  able  to  keep  abreast  of  the  rules  and 
regulations  governing  determination  for  eligibility.   (The 
Boards  of  Public  Welfare  are  to  review  eligibility  determinations 
made  by  the  county  welfare  department  personnel  for  compliance 
with  rules  and  regulations.)  (22  to  14) 

*  who  responded  that  they  considered  their  county  rural,  felt 
welfare  recipients  were  not  inclined  to  move  to  urban  areas 
where  welfare  services  may  be  better  and  job  opportunities 
more  numerous . 

*  would  not  be  in  favor  of  the  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  assuming  all  administrative  and  financial 
responsibility  for  welfare  activities  now  conducted  at  the 
county  department  of  public  welfare  level.   (26  to  9) 

*  felt  the  welfare  caseload  in  their  county  would  increase 
under  state  assumption.   (23  to  12) 

*  felt  that  the  costs  for  the  welfare  system  would  increase 
under  state  assumption.  (28  to  5) 

*  would  regret  the  elimination  of  welfare  as  a  responsibility 
of  the  county.   (24  to  12) 
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APPENDIX  G 
SYNOPSIS  OF  WELFARE  PERSONNEL  RESPONSES  TO  QUESTIONNAIRES 

The  synopsis  which  follows  provides  a  summary  of  those  areas  that 
were  mentioned  mosc  often  in  response  to  each  question.   Very 
specific  replies  were  not  included  here,  but  are  in  the  verbatim 
account  of  the  questionnaire. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  summary  for  each  question,  responses  that 
were  only  "Yes,"  "No,"  or  "No  Comir.er.t"  are  included  for  an  indication 
of  the  feelings  of  those  respondents  who  did  not  wish  to  elaborate. 

WHAT  DISADVANTAGES  TO  DO  YOU  FEEL  YOU  HAVE  AS  AInI  EMPLOYEE  OF  THE 
CURRENT  COUNTY-STATE  WELFARE  SYSTEM? 

*  Fragmented  authority.   This  was  especially  noted  in  regard  to 
policies  which  sometimes  conflict  between  the  state  department  and 
the  county  board,  and  between  counties  which  may  have  differing 
interpretations  of  policies  and  procedures.   Employees  felt  buck- 
passing  of  responsibility  resulted  which  at  times  left  the  employee 
in  the  middle  not  knowing  to  whom  ha  is  responsible. 

*  Dual  employers.  Both  the  State  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation 
Services  and  the  County  Board  of  Public  Welfare  are  involved  in 

paying  salaries  and  in  the  hiring  and  firing  procedure  of  county 
welfare  employees.   Employees  complained  of  "too  many  bosses"  and 
not  really  knowing  who  they  were  accountable  to,  and  who  Iiad  direct 
authority  over  them. 

*  Bad  communication.   The  age  old  theme  of  lack  of  communication 
was  re-emphasized  by  the  employees  who  felt  that  there  is  a 
breakdown  between  the  state  and  county  levels  in  regard  to  welfare 
policies  and  procedures. 

*  Political  interference  of  county  commissioners.   Personnel  sometimes 
feel  that  because  the  county  commissioners  are  elected  officials, 
they  attempt  to  make  county  board  policy  more  in  compliance  with  what 
they  i^el  is  the  will  of  the  taxpayers  instead  of  what  is  best  for 

the  client. 

*  No  uniformity  of  eligibility  criteria  between  counties.   This  area 
was  mainly  concerned  with  the  lack  of  uniformity  between  the  counties' 
General  Assistance  program.   This  problem  is  also  apparent  when  counties 
interpret  policies  and  procedures  differently  for  the  other  welfare 
program,  thus  crea-ing  a  hardship  en  clients  because  of  where  they 
reside. 

*  No   out  of  county  travel.   Employees  are  not  allowed  out  of  county 
travel  unless  it  is  previously  authorized  by  the  county  board,  and  this 
sometimes  preve'-ts  employees  from  providing  services  as  adequately  as 
could  be. 

*  No  Disadvantages  -  10  replies 

*  No  Comments  -  28  replies 
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STATE   OF  MONTANA 
FISCAL     NOTE 


REQUEST  NO.     380-77 


Form   BD-15 


In   compliance  with   a  written   request  received    ,J^^I"^''V   ^ . ,   19  JU        .  there  is  hereby  submitted  a  Fiscal  Note 

for    Home  Bill  676  pursuant  to  Chapter  53,  Laws  of  Montana,  1965  -  Thirty-Ninth  Legislative  Assembly. 

Background  information  used  in  developing  this  Fiscal  Note  is  available  from  the  Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Planning,  to  members 

of  the  Legislature  upon  request. ^^ 

DESCRIPTION     OF     PROPOSED      LEGISLATION: 

An  act  to  transfer  all  administrative  and  financial  responsibility  for  public  assistance  from  the  counties  to  the  Department 
of  Social  and    Rehabilitation  Services,  effective  July   1,   1978. 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

1.  Public  assistance  caseloads  will  continue  to  grow  at  historical   rates  in  all   programs. 

2.  Current  county  office  locations  and   number  of  employees  will   remain  unchanged. 

3.  County   offices  will   begin  rental   payments  using  600   FTE,      100  sq.  ft.  per   FTE  @  $5.00  per  sq.  ft. 

4.  Administrative  costs  will   increase  annually  at  an   inflation  rate  of  6%. 


FY  78 
$50,000 


FISCAL      IMPACT: 

Additional  cost  due  to  proposed   law 
(See    attached  schedule  ) 

LOCAL      IMPACT: 

The  cost  to  counties  would   be  reduced  $10,744,000  in   FY   79. 

LONG-RANGE   FISCAL      IMPACT: 

Estimated  costs  for  subsequent  years  are  as  follows:  FY  80 


$11,091.000 


FY  79 
$10,744,000 


FY  81 
$11,636,000 


/^L:^c^  J  ^. 


"-^^ 


BUDGET  DIRECTOR 

Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Planning 

Date:       ^  -    ></-  "^  7 
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APPENDIX    I 

BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

MISSOULA  COUNTY   COURTHOUSE 

Missoula,  Montana  59801 

(406)  543-5234 


February  Ih,  1977 


K.i.ssoula  County  Lej^',islators 

State  Capitol 

Helena,  Montana   59601 

RE:   H.B.  676 

Dear  Legislators: 

We  urge  passage  of  H.B.  676,  which  would  transfer  admin iatrative 
and  financial  responsibility  for  public  assistance  from  counties 
to  the  Department  of  S.R.S. 

American  people  are  a  mobile  people  and  naturally,  elderly  people 
prefer  to  be  near  medical  and  public  assistance.   The  poor  recognize 
that  they  get  more  assistance  in  larger  population  centers,  then  in 
rural  areas;  largely  because  of  more  adequate  budgets  in  the  larger 
centers.   The  larger  centers  thus  tend  to  become  over-burdened  with 
legitimate  public  assistance  demands. 

The  state  already  establishes  rates  for  dental  work,  Medicare,  Medicaid, 
etc.   Welfare  and  medical  assistance  is  a  state  and  federal  responsibility 
and  should  be  established  by  the  state  on  a  relatively  uniform  basis. 

The  bill  provides  for  a  transition  period  of  one  year  before  full  im- 
plementation in  1978,  which  permits  appropriate  study  and  organization. 
Another  good  feature  is  the  provision  for  an  advisory  council  of  rep- 
resentatives of  county  government,  directors  of  welfare  and  consumers. 

DO  SUPPORT  H.B.  67  6. 


Commissioner 
Richard   H.    Ostergren,    Gomraissioner 
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Box   1176,  Helena,  Montana 


ZIP  CODE  59601  LUNDY  SHOPPING  CENTER 

JAMES  W.  MURRY  missoula  hghway 

Executive  secretary 


REMARKS  OF  JAMES  W.  MURRY  ON  HOUSE  BILL  676,  HEARINGS  OF  THE  HOUSE  PUBLIC  HEALTH, 
WELFARE  AND  SAFETY  COMMITTEE,  FEBRUARY  17,  1977 

It's  not  very   often  that  taxpayers  and  welfare  recipients  can  line  up  on  the  same 
side  of  an  issue,  so  I  am  glad  to  appear  here  today,  on  behalf  of  the  Montana  State 
AFL-CIO,  in  support  of  a  bill  that  would  benefit  both.  I  refer  to  House  Bill  C76, 
which  would  transfer  all  responsibility  for  existing  economic  assistance  and  social 
service  programs  from  the  county  level  to  the  state. 

The  labor  movement  has  always  taken  a  deep  and  active  interest  in  social  reform 
because  we  are  above  all,  an  organization  of  people.  And  we  know  that  a  cause  that 
will  benefit  the  people  of  our  state  and  nation  is  the  right  cause. 

House  Bill  676  offers  a  sensible  solution  to  the  problems  of  disparity  and  inequity 
that  have  long  plagued  our  system  of  public  assistance.  The  lines  of  authority  for 
our  welfare  system  have  been  so  unclear  for  so  long,  many  of  you  may  not  be  aware  of 
a  state  law  requiring  that  welfare  programs  be  made  available  equally  to  all  citizens 
who  meet  certain  criteria  for  assistance.  House  Bill  676  would  make  it  possible  for 
the  state  finally  to  meet  its  responsibility  under  the  law. 

Under  the  current  system  of  mixed  county  and  state  authority,  it  is  not  at  all  unusual 
that  recipients  with  the  same  qualifications  would  be  granted  benefits  in  one  county 
and  denied  them  in  another.  As  the  disparities  are  allowed  to  continue,  the  end 
result  is  the  migration  of  recipients  from  less  progressive  to  more  progressive  counties, 
with  the  counties  that  are  providing  adequate  programs  being  burdened  with  the  additional 
cost  of  the  migration. 

The  disparity,  of  course,  is  the  result  of  56  different  levels  of  county  property  tax 
funding  of  welfare.  Under  the  current  system,  counties  are  allowed  to  levy  up  to  13.5 
mills  for  the  operation  of  the  welfare  system.  Last  year,  four  counties  levied  the 
full  13.5  mills,  and  10  counties  levied  at  least  10  mills.  The  mill  levy  for  public 
assistance  in  the  remaining  counties  was  well  below  10  mills.  The  resulting  inequity 
in  per  capita  financing  of  welfare  ranged  last  year  from  $46.80  in  Garfield  County  to 
a  low  of  zero  in  Teton  County.  The  average  per  capita  cost  to  county  taxpayers  is  $13.96, 
but  the  cost  in  11  counties  exceeds  this  amount,  while  45  counties  levy  less  than  the 
state  average.  As  a  result,  taxpayers  in  some  counties  pay  as  much  as  three  times  the 
tax  paid  by  taxpayers  in  other  counties.  These  statistics  demonstrate  that  the  state 
law  which  requires  that  the  same  welfare  programs  be  available  to  citizens  in  all  coun- 
ties simply  is  not  being  met.  The  equity  required  by  law  could  become  a  reality  if 
funding  of  welfare  programs  were  shifted  from  the  county  property  tax  to  the  broader- 
based  state  income  tax,  as  proposed  under  House  Bill  676. 

A  revision  of  our  welfare  program,  then,  under  this  proposal  would  result  in  substantial 

benefits,  both  in  terms  of  equity  in  the  delivery  of  services  and  equity  in  the  funding 

of  public  assistance.  A  related  benefit  would  be  the  property  tax  relief  made  possible 

by  the  shift  from  the  county  mill  levy  to  the  state  income  tax. 
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Remarks  of  James  W.  Murry  -?_  c  ..  ,, 

•^  ^  February  17,   1977 

eJe  is  JIsseT  "'"''  """"^  ""^^''^"t''"'-     «^  «'■"  an  be  the  Sinner^  If^HoSJ  b1i, 


opeiu  #2,  afl-cio 
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nCCSIVED 

MAR  e     1977 


February  16,   1977 


Comittee  Meinbers: 

As  State  President,  of  the  (^itional   Association  of  l)Ocidl  Workers   I  do  urge  your 

support  of  il.t3.67u. 

Hardly  any  of  us  would  dispute  the  fact  that  the  Welfare  System  needs  reforming. 
It  has  bocc!i:e  ciidoLic  .niJ  Kriyieldinc]  and,  consequently,  not  net  its  objective  of 
impacting  poverty.  This  tiill,  should  it  pass,  would  greatly  ease  adininistratiwa 
complexi tiirs  and  cut  down  on  some  of  the  cnacs  and  confusion  precipitated  by  tne 
current  system.  If  tnc  aUoiiniscration  wer^!  to  be  centralized  within  State  SRS, 
there  wjjIj  be  incnMSid  fiiifinciol  vanity  m:!  unifori:,iL>  ciii\Aic;tiOul  the  Stute. 
Tnere  are  v.-i  tn.'^'SbOs   .•ici  3   t^Azy   .iho  ^an  clear  iy  exploi  i  hi  v.   tTi:   will    )ccur. 

1  wisn   to  aJdriiSS   t;i-   i;  pici  of  ti.i^  Bill    ou  |irovi;li  r:.j  dirtcu  :.oc.-i.;:l    services. 
As  practicing  Social  Werners,  wi  are  continually  assessing  .neans  to   improve  the 
quality  of  social   servic^fs  and  this  liill  would  be  crie  means  of  enhancinci  such 

quali  t^y. 

* 

Often  an  io;,jediment  to  .r'l'vi  'ing  liirect  s^'i"vi;;es   is   Vv  sorvict  c.elivi^ry  system 
itself ;'•  aai'inistru^ioii    siuj   th*.-  niar.iuvr    i-i  w\ic'i  decision.',   i\\''\'  ra<i;?.     MiLii  uui'iin- 
istration  b-:;inij  centrcl  i.-'ed   in  the  Slji.o  3i-G,  rwriy  of  thcs«i  ptoblei.is  vjill   be  cut 
dov/n.     Services  v/ill   I?  ..'luiLable  and  jnir  r'Vi!  torouchoui.   liie  Stal-',   '-ucu  is  cur- 
rently not  the  casri. 

We  are  all    too  well   av/are  of  the  host  of  social   problems  that  arc  bred  in  poverty. 
These  problcns   take  on  a   varying  dvj'.jroe  of  sevffrity.      It   is  often   tlic  /ounjsters 
tna*  become  the  innocei.t  vii.tirns.     ^.no  of  th*-:  other  major  service  ar^ns  of  Welfare, 
that  of  Protective  Services,   Involves  v/orking  with  children  traumatired  by  abuse 
and  Heglcct.     To  brine;  them  to  a  point  of  independent  functionino  often  requires 
spoci'\li::ed  and   iiitfji^i.iv!'^    .;rvices,  dw.i  tne.>e  obvici'sly  cire  eApL-niivo.     Counties 
vary  in   tneir  capacity   to   firance  such  needed  services.     ..'iJt  happens   is    that 
decisions  are  made  on  the  basis  of  economy  as  opposed   to  the  needs  of  tne  kids 
and  cln.ni.:i.     Becau:>e  th>;  ki.is  don't  get   the  needed  services  during  their  forma- 
tive years,   they  continup  to  cost  the  State  nioney  because  as   tliey  approach  adult- 
hood, more  serious  social   problems  a^ise.     v.'ith  this  Bill,    -.uch  sp^cialired  ser- 
vic^iS  would  be  available  on  a  State-wide  basis.     State  level    specialists  would 
makt;   the  decisions  and  determine  if  in  fact  such  special  Iz^mI  sc-rvices  are  appro- 
priate ■•tnJ   reeded. 

Social   Workers  could  be  .'epioyed  irore  off  tr  lently  and  .effectively.     Currently  they 
are  county  workers.     iV:  .'•^ate  workers,  tinw  could  cross  county  lines,   liuis    Hlowing 
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February  TC,  1977 

Coinu'lttee  "'cibers   -in  H.8.676 

Page  : 

fj,-   -.j.  .  ^,.j;  liiiui ty   M)  :t-rvices.     At  prrt     •          .  i  '  loii  !,:i'!.jI'.js  a)] 

socldl   sc'-v1c?s.     with  centrcili^ed  adn.-.r,.     '  tc  ..•■, .•  .  Ir    .".T'e':  to 

specialize  anc  Si;»ul1er  cour^tits  In  parcitul-'    ..    ;•>.  lu.^^  .iltT  raiKie  ot  ex- 

pertlso   JvilVihi'-        Ti,(</   woi.r.I   .il\(j   itivt-   •m.,     i...:..»-i\    i.i    tin  M.i.-   •.;>«•»  i.t  !  isl*. . 

This  'Jill   wuulJ  t.'ius  cl  oar]  y  enhance  tlif  ^udllly  of  scclji   services  an  J  estat-lish 

We  urge  yuw   fovfjraL/lc  Loiisicu^ration  of  jLoCl  diiuiiiptiun  of  Welfare.     InanK  you. 
Slncerelv, 


Suzanne  T1JJ>,  >\CSA 
Presldenr,   :;onr-:.r,.i  C; 
NASW 

ST/dn 
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APPENDIX  J 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
45th  LEGISLATURE 


MEMBERS 

of  the 

PUBLIC  HEALTH,  WELFARE  AND  SAFETY  COMMITTEE 


**  Menahan,  Chairman 

*  Holmes ,  Vice-Chairman 

*  Palmer,  Problems  of  Elderly 

Sub-Committee  Chairman 

**  Colburn 

*  Cooney 

**  Gunderson,  E. 

*  Harper 
**  Kenny 

*  Kimble 
**  Lynch 

*  Metcalf 
**  Ryan 

(D-12) 


**  Cox 
**  Feda 
**  Gould 
**  Jensen 
**  Porter 
**  Stobie 
**  Vinger 
**  Wyrick 

(R-8) 


*  supporting  HB  676 
**  opposing  HB  676 
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APPENDIX  K 

HB  676 
County  involvement  in  the  welfare  system  has  been  a  strong 

TRADITION  IN  MONTANA.   ThIS  TRADITION  IS  BASED  ON  THE  ASSUMPTION 
THAT  THE  COUNTIES  SHOULD  BE  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE  WELFARE  OF  THE 

PEOPLE.  Although  local  concern  for  the  welfare  of  its  residents 

IS  AN  admirable  TRADITION^  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  HAVE  LOST  THEIR 

capacity  to  deal  with  most  of  the  problems  associated  with 
providing  welfare  assistance.  first  of  all^  counties  lack  the 
resources  as  they  are  overdependent  on  the  property  tax  to  finance 
many  of  its  services^  including  those  of  its  welfare  system. 
Secondly,  there  is  a  substantial  disparity  in  the  welfare  caseload 

BETWEEN  COUNTIES.   AnD  THIRDLY,  BECAUSE  COUNTY  AND  STATE 

governments  are  presently  intertwined  in  complex  patterns  of 
program  regulations  and  financial  matching  requirements  for  the 
provision  of  public  assistance  programs,  the  county  board  of 
Public  Welfare,  which  functionsas  the  local  administrative  unit, 
lacks  the  authority  to  administer  most  of  the  welfare  programs 
available  to  potential  welfare  clients. 

This  situation  has  resulted  in  an  inequitable  distribution 
OF  welfare  costs  and  a  lack  of  uniformity  in  the  provision  of 

WELFARE  services  FROM  COUNTY  TO  COUNTY.   SiNCE  STATE  LAW 
MANDATES  THAT  WELFARE  PROGRAMS  BE  EQUALLY  AVAILABLE  TO  ALL 
CITIZENS  WHO  FIT  THE  CRITERIA,  WE  BELIEVE  THAT  STATE  LAW  SHOULD 
ALSO  PROVIDE  AN  EQUITABLE  METHOD  FOR  FUNDING  AND  PROVIDING  THESE 
SERVICES. 
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State  financing  of  the  economic  assistance  and  social 

SERVICES  programs  WHICH  ARE  CURRENTLY  FUNDED  BY  THE  CoUNTY 

Poor  Funds  would  provide  the  taxpayers  with  approximately 
$10  million  in  property  tax  relief  and  would  eliminate  the 
unfair  discrepancy  in  welfare  costs  between  counties. 
Currently^  tax  payers  in  many  counties  pay  3  times  the  property 
tax  paid  by  taxpayers  in  other  counties  to  support  the  county 
welfare  programs. 

State  financing  would  also  provide  welfare  clients  with 
more  uniform  and  equitable  services  as  well  as  more  efficient 

delivery  of  THOSE  SERVICES.   WELFARE  CLIENTS  TEND  TO  CONVERGE 
ON  THE  URBAN  COUNTIES  WHERE  WELFARE  SERVICES  ARE  BETTER  AND 
MORE  NUMEROUS^  WHERE  ASSISTANCE  GRANTS  ARE  LARGER,  AND  WHERE 
JOB  OPPORTUNITIES  ARE  GREATER.   WELFARE  CLIENTS  IN  RURAL 
COUNTIES  WHO  MEET  THE  SAME  ELIGIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS  AS  WELFARE 
CLIENTS  IN  THE  URBAN  COUNTIES  TYPICALLY  RECEIVE  SMALLER 
ASSISTANCE  GRANTS  AND  FREQUENTLY  DO  NOT  HAVE  ACCESS  TO  MANY  OF 
THE  SOCIAL  SERVICES  SUCH  AS  THOSE  PROVIDED  BY  SOCIAL  WORKERS 
AND  PSYCHOLOGISTS  AS  DO  CLIENTS  IN  THE  URBAN  COUNTIES.   FoSTER 
CARE  SERVICES  AND  ADOPTIONS  ARE  OFTEN  DELAYED  DUE  TO  RESIDENCY 
REQUIREMENTS  OR  EVEN  UNAVAILABLE  AS  MANY  COUNTY  BOARDS  ARE 
RELUCTANT  TO  PROVIDE  THE  NECESSARY  FUNDS.   ThESE  SERVICES  ARE 
ESSENTIAL  IN  ORDER  TO  PREVENT  THE  PROBLEMS  WHICH  LEAD  TO  THE 
NEED  FOR  WELFARE  IN  THE  FIRST  PLACE. 
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State  financing  of  the  economic  assistance  and  social 

SERVICES  programs  WILL  NOT  SOLVE  ALL  THE  PROBLEMS  ASSOCIATED 
WITH  THE  WELFARE  SYSTEM,  BUT  IT's  A  NECESSARY  FIRST  STEP  ~ 
NOT  ONLY  TO  ELIMINATE  THE  UNFAIR  AND  INEQUITABLE  TAX  BURDEN 
BETWEEN  COUNTIES,  BUT  ALSO  TO  ELIMINATE  THE  BARRIERS  BETWEEN 
WELFARE  CLIENTS  AND  THE  SERVICES  THEY  NEED  AND  HAVE  THE 
LEGAL  RIGHT  TO,   ThE  FAILURE  TO  PROVIDE  THESE  SERVICES  ONLY 
TENDS  TO  PERPETUATE  WHAT  HAS  BECOME,  IN  FACT,  THE  WELFARE 
LIFE  STYLE. 
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APPENDIX  L 


Prd 


Prd 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

HB  6t6 

Motion  to  Do  Pass 

2nd  Reading 

Failed  26-71 


"Jim" 
(D) 
(D) 


(R) 


N   Aageson,  David  (R) 

N   Baeth,  Russell  (d) 

N   Baeth,  William  R.  (Bill)  (D) 

N   Bardanouve,  Francis  (d) 

N   Barrett,  Fred  0.  (R) 

N   Bengtson,  Esther  G.  (D) 

N   Bertelsen,  Verner  L.  (R) 

Y  Bradley,  Dorothy  M.  (D) 

Y  Brand,  Joe  (D) 
Burnett,  James  H.  "Jim"  (R) 
Colhurn,  Gary  L. 
Conroy,  Thomas  R. 
Cooney,  Mike  (D) 
Courtney,  Jim  (d) 
Cox,  Edith  E.  (R) 
Curtiss,  Aubyn  A. 
Das singer,  E.N.  (D) 
Davis,  Dale  H.  (R) 
Day,  William  M.  (Willie)  (d! 
Driscoll,  John  Brian  (D) 
Dussault,  Ann  Mary  (D) 
Ellerd,  Robert  A.  (R) 
Ellis,  Howard  L.  (R) 
Ellison,  Orval  S.  (R) 
Ernst,  Gene  N.  (R) 
Estenson,  JoEllen  (d) 
Eudaily,  Ralph  S.  (R) 
Fabrega,  W.  Jay  (R) 
Fagg,  Harrison  G.  (R) 
Feda,  G.  C.  "Jerry"  (R) 

Y  Frates,  Eugene  F.  (D) 

Y  Gerke,  Harold  E.  (D) 

Y  Gilligan,  Peter  J.,  Jr.  (d) 

Y  Gould,  R.  Budd  (R) 

A   Gunderson,  Edna  A.  (D) 

Y  Gunderson,  Jack  (d) 

N   Halvorson,  Ora  J.  (d) 
N   Hand,  William  M.  (d) 

Y  Hansen,  Harry  (D) 

Y  Harper,  Hal  (d) 

N   Harrington,  Dan  W.  (d) 
N   Hirsch,  Les  J.  (D) 

Y  Holmes,  Polly  (D) 

Y  Huennekens,  Herb  (d) 
N   Hurwitz,  Burt  (R) 

N   Jensen,  William  Ray  (R) 
N   Johnston,  George  R.  (D) 
N   Kanduch,  Joe  F. ,  Sr.  (D) 
N   Kennerly,  Leo  M. ,  Jr.  (D) 
N   Kenny,  John  F.  (D) 


Prd  Y 


Prd 


Prd 


Prd  Y 


Kessler,  Gerald  R.  (d) 
Keyser,  Kerry  R.  (R) 
Kimble,  Gary  Niles  (D) 
Kropp,  Paul  K.  (r) 
Kvaalen,  Oscar  S.  (R) 
Lien,  Edward  (D) 
Lory,  Earl  C.  (R) 
Lund,  Art  (R) 
Lynch,  John  "J.D."  (D) 
McLane,  V.  Jean  (R) 
Manuel,  Rex  (D) 
Marks,  Robert  L.  (Bob)  (R) 
Meloy,  Peter  M.  (Peter)  (D) 
Menahan,  William  (Red)  (D) 
Metcalf,  Jerry  (D) 
Meyer,  Darryl  (R) 
Moore,  Jack  K.  (R) 
Mular,  James  T.  (D) 
Nathe,  Dennis  G.  (R) 
O'Connell,  Helen  G.  (D) 
O'Keefe,  Warren  (R) 
Palmer,  Bob  (D) 
Pistoria,  Paul  G.  (D) 
Porter,  Howard  C.  (R) 
Quilici,  Joe  (D) 
Ramirez,  Jack  (R) 
Robbins,  Hershel  M.  (D) 
Roth,  Audrey  (R) 
Ryan,  Patrick  L.  (D) 
Scully,  John  P.  (d) 
Seifert,  Carl  A.  (R) 
Severson,  Elmer  D.  (R) 
Shelden,  Arthur  H.  (D) 
Sivertsen,  Robert  (R) 
Smith,  Carl  M.  (R) 
South,  Carroll  V.  (D) 
Staigmiller,  John  B.  (D) 
Stobie,  Chris  H.  (R) 
Teague ,  Wes  (d) 
Tower,  Lee  (R) 
Tropila,  Joe  (D) 
Turner,  Clyde  A.  (R) 
Uhde,  Jack  Brian  (D) 
Underdal,  Melvin  (R) 
Vincent,  John  (D) 
Vinger,  Orren  C.  (R) 
Waldron,  Steve  (D) 
Williams,  J.  Melvin  (D) 
Wood,  L.E.  (Gene)  (R) 
Wyrick,  Harold  A.  (R) 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

HB  676 

Motion  to  Do  Not  Pass 

2nd  Reading 

Failed  67-26 


Prd 


Y  Aageson,  David  (R) 
A   Baeth,  Russell  (D) 

Y  Baeth,  Willieun  R.  (Bill)  (D) 

Y  Bardanouve,  Francis  (D) 

Y  Barrett,  Fred  0.  (R) 

Y  Bengtson,  Esther  G.  (d) 

Y  Bertelsen,  Verner  L.  (R) 
Prd   N   Bradley,  Dorothy  M.  (D) 

N   Brand,  Joe  (D) 

Burnett,  James  H.  "Jim"  (R) 
Colburn,  Gary  L.  (D) 
Conroy,  Thomas  R.  (d) 
Cooney,  Mike  (D) 
Courtney,  Jim  (D) 
Cox,  Edith  E,  (R) 
Curtiss,  Aubyn  A.  (R) 
Dassinger,  E.N.  (D) 
Davis,  Dale  H.  (R) 
Day,  William  M.  (Willie)  (d) 
Driscoll,  John  Brian  (D) 
Dussault,  Ann  Mary  (D) 
Ellerd,  Robert  A.  (R) 
Ellis,  Howard  L.  (R) 
Ellison,  Orval  S.  (R) 
Ernst,  Gene  N.  (R) 
Estenson,  JoEllen  (D) 
Eu daily,  Ralph  S.  (r) 
Fabrega,  W.  Jay  (R) 
Fagg,  Harrison  G.  (R) 
Feda,  G.C.  "Jerry"  (R) 
N   Frates,  Eugene  F.  (D) 
N   Gerke,  Harold  E.  (d) 
N   Gilligan,  Peter  J.,  Jr.  (D) 
N   Gould,  R.  Budd  (R) 
A   Gunderson,  Edna  A.  (d) 
N   Gunderson,  Jack  (D) 

Y  Halvorson,  OraJ.  (d). 

Y  Hand,  William  M.  (D) 
N   Hansen,  Harry  (D) 
N   Harper,  Hal  (d) 

Y  Harrington,  Dan  W.  (D) 

Y  Hirsch,  Les  J.  (D) 
N   Holmes,  Polly  (d) 
N   Huennekens,  Herb  (d) 

Y  Hurwitz,  B\irt  (R) 

Y  Jensen,  William  Ray  (R) 

Y  Johnston,  George  R.  (d) 

Y  Kanduch,  Joe  F. ,  Sr.  (D) 

Y  Kennerly,  Leo  M. ,  Jr.  (D) 

Y  Kenny,  John  F.  (D) 


Prd    N  Kessler,  Gerald  R.  (D) 

Y  Keyser,  Kerry  R.  (R) 

N  Kimble,  Gary  Niles  (D) 

Y  Kropp,  Paul  K.  (R) 

Y  Kvaalen,  Oscar  S.  (R) 

Y  Lien,  Edward  (D) 
A  Lory,  Earl  C.  (R) 

Y  Lund,  Art  (R) 

Y  Lynch,  John  "J.D."  (D) 

Y  McLane,  V.  Jean  (R) 

Y  Manuel,  Rex  (D) 

Y  Marks,  Robert  L.  (Bob)  (R) 
N  Meloy,  Peter  M.  (Peter)  (D^ 

Y  Menahan,  William  (Red)  (D) 
N  Metcalf,  Jerry  (D) 

Y  Meyer,  Darryl  (R) 

Y  Moore,  Jack  K.  (R) 

Y  Mular,  James  T.  (D) 

Y  Nathe,  Dennis  G.  (R) 

Y  O'Connell,  Helen  G.  (D) 

Y  O'Keefe,  Warren  (R) 
Prd    N  Palmer,  Bob  (D) 

Y  Pistoria,  Paul  G.  (D) 

Y  Porter,  Howard  C.  (R) 

Y  Quilici,  Joe  (D) 

Y  Ramirez,  Jack  (R) 

Y  Robbins,  Hershel  M.  (D) 

Y  Roth,  Audrey  (R) 

Y  Ryan,  Patrick  L.  (D) 

Y  Scully,  John  P.  (D) 

Y  Seifert,  Carl  A.  (R) 

Y  Sever son,  Elmer  D.  (R) 
A  Shelden,  Arthur  H.  (D) 

Y  Sivertsen,  Robert  (R) 
A  Smith,  Carl  M.  (R) 

A  South,  Carroll  V.  (D) 

Y  Staigmiller,  John  B.  (D) 

Y  Stobie,  Chris  H.  (R) 
N  Teague,  Wes  (D) 

Y  Tower,  Lee  (R) 

N  Tropila,  Joe  (D) 

Y  T\irner,  Clyde  A.  (R) 

Y  Uhde,  Jack  Brian  (D) 
N  Underdal,  Melvin  (R) 
N  Vincent,  John  (D) 

Y  Vinger,  Orren  C.  (R) 
N  Waldron,  Steve  (D) 

N  Williams,  J.  Melvin  (D) 

Y  Wood,  L.E.  (Gene)  (R) 

Y  Wyrick,  Harold  A.  (R) 
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APPENDIX   M 


STA'E   OF  MONTANA 

REQUEST  NO     _^^^.~^J 
FISCAL     NOTE 


III   I  ()cii|)li.iiic:i'  with   a  written   lequest  received    r?^14.^/Y_j7 ...     ,   19    77...    ,  there  is  hereby  submitted  d  Fiscal  Noif 

toi  Senate   Bill     438_  pursuant  to  Chapter  53,  Laws  of  Montana,  1965    Thirty-Ninth  Legislative  Assembly. 

Background  information  used  in  developing  this  Fiscal  Note  is  available  from  the  Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Planning,  to  members 
ot  thu  Legislature  upon  request. 

DESCRIPTION     OF      PROPOSED      LEGISLATION: 

An  act   to  shift  the  financing  of   public  assistance  programs  from  the  county  welfare  departments  to  the  state;     to  provide 
a   mandatory   property  tax  of  three   (3)   mills  to  be   levied   by   all  counties  for   these  programs. 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

1.  The  state  will  assume  all  costs  of  general  assistance,  county  medical,  county  burial,  transient  relief,  county  administration 
of  public  assistance  and   the  county  share  of   economic  assistance  and  food  stamp   administration. 

2.  Current  county   office  locations  and   FTE   numbers  do  not  change. 

3.  All   county   offices  begin   paying  rent  based   upon   600   FTE,      100   square   feet   per   FTE   at  S5   per  square   foot. 

4.  Administrative  costs  will   inflate  at  6%  per  year. 

5.  Caseload  growth  will  continue  at  the  historic  growth   rate. 

6.  The  bill   is  implemented  July   1,   1977. 


FISCAL      IMPACT: 


FY  78  FY  79 


Additional  cost  of  proposed   legislation  $9,738,000  $10.774,000 


The  additional  cost  would   be  funded   as  follows: 

3  mill   levy                                                                   $4,430,328  S  4,906,689 

State   General    Fund                                                      5,307,672  5,867,311 

$9,738.000  $10,774,000 


TECHNICAL       .OTE; 

Senate   Bill   438  repeals  Section   71  —  106,    R.C.M.    1947.        The   only   method   remaining  for   a   hospital   to   support 
county   hospitals   is  through   a   hospital  district. 


/ 


BUDGET  DIRECTOR 

Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Planning 

Date:       A   -  *^  "^  -  -l7- 
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APPENDIX  M 

MONTANA  SENATE 

i*5th  Legislature 

1977 

SB  1+38 

First  Vote 

Failed  18-27 

N 

Aber  (R) 

Y 

Bergren  (D) 

Y 

Blaylock  (D) 

NV 

Boylan  (D) 

N 

Brown  (R) 

Y 

Devine  (D) 

N 

Dover 

NV 

Dunkle  (R) 

NV 

Et chart  (R) 

Y 

Fasbender  (D) 

Y 

Flynn  (D) 

N 
Y 

Gait  (R) 
Goodover  (R) 

N 

Graham  (D) 

N 

Hager  (R) 

N 
Y 

Hazelbaker  (R) 
Healy  (d) 

N 

Himsl  (R) 

N 

Jergeson  (D) 

N 
Y 

Kolstad  (R) 
Lee  (D) 

N 

Lensink  (R) 

N 

Lockrem  (R) 

N 

Lowe  (R) 

NV 

McCalliim  (R) 

N 

McOmber  (D) 

N 

Manley  (D) 

N 

Manning  (D) 

N 

Mathers  (R) 

Y 

Mehrens  (D) 

N 

Murphy  (d) 

N 

Murray  ( R ) 

N 

Nelson  (R) 

Y 

Norman  ( D ) 

N 

Olson  (R) 

Y 

Peterson  (D) 

N 

Rasmus sen  (R) 

N 

Regan  (D) 

Y 

Roberts  (D) 

Y 

Roskie  (R) 

N 

Smith,  E.  (R) 

Y 

Smith,  R.  (D) 

N 

Stephens  (R) 

N 

Story  (R) 

EX 

Thiessen  (D) 

Y 

Thomas  (D) 

Y 

Towe  (D) 

N 

Turnage  (R) 

Y 
Y 

Warden  (D) 
Watt  (D) 
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MONTANA  SENATE 

U5th  Legislature 

1977 

SB  U38 

2nd  Vote 

Passed  31-l6 

Y 

Aber  (R) 

Y 

Bergren  (D) 

N 

Blaylock  (D) 

Y 

Boylan  (D) 

Y 

Brown  (R) 

N 

Devine  (D) 

Y 

Dover  (R) 

NV 

Dunkle  (R) 

NV 

Etchart  (R) 

N 

Fasbender  (d) 

N 

Flynn  (D) 

Y 

Gait  (R) 

N 

Goodover  (R) 

Y 

Graham  (D) 

Y 

Hager  (r) 

Y 

Hazelbaker  (R) 

N 

Healy  (d) 

Y 

Himsl  (R) 

Y 

Jergeson  (D) 

Y 

Kolstad  (R) 

N 

Lee  (D) 

Y 

Lens ink  (R) 

Y 

Lockrem  (R) 

Y 

Lowe  (R) 

Y 

McCalliun  (R) 

Y 

McOmber  (D) 

N 

Manley  (D) 

Y 

Manning  (D) 

Y 

Mathers  (R) 

N 

Mehrens  (D) 

Y 

Miirphy  (D) 

Y 

Miirray  (R) 

Y 

Nelson  (R) 

Y 

Norman  (D) 

Y 

Olson  (R) 

N 

Peterson  (D) 

Y 

Rasmus sen  (R) 

Y 

Regan  (d) 

N 

Roberts  (D) 

N 

Roskie  (R) 

Y 

Smith,  E.  (R) 

N 

Smith,  R.  (D) 

Y 

Stephens  (R) 

Y 

Story  (R) 

EX 

Thiessen  (D) 

N 

Thomas  (d) 

N 

Towe  (D) 

Y 

Turnage  (R) 

Y 

Warden  (D) 

N 

Watt  (D) 
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APPENDIX  N 

AMENDMENTS 
HJR  88 


1.  Amend  page  1,  line  19 
Following:   "services;  and" 

Insert:   "WHEREAS,  local  governments  share  responsibility 
for  the  financing  and  delivery  of  human  services;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  lines  of  responsibility  and  authority 
between  state  and  local  government  agencies  are  ambiguous 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  financing  of   human  services  for  which 
local  governments  are  responsible  places  an  inequitable 
burden  on  property  tax  payers;  and" 

2.  Amend  page  2,  line  12 
Following:   "services" 
Strike:   "in" 
Insert:   "by" 

3.  Amend  page  2  line  12 
Following:   "state" 
Strike:   "government" 

Insert:   "and  local  governments" 

4.  Amend  page  2,  line  13 
Following:   "system" 
Strike:   "of  the" 

Insert:   "for  financing  and" 

5.  Amend  page  2,  line  14 
Following:   "state" 
Insert:   ",  local" 
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APPENDIX  O 
FINANCIAL  INFORMATION 


COUNTY  POOR  FUND  LEVIES 
IN  SEQUENCE  FOR  FY  197  6 


Number  of  Mills 

Levied  for 

Value  of 

Total  Value 

Cascade 

Poor  Fund 

A  Mill 
87,548 

Of  Poor  Fund 

1. 

13.50. 

1,181,898.00 

2. 

Granite 

13.50 

6,048 

81,648.00 

3. 

Mineral 

13.50 

3,940 

53,190.00 

4. 

Silver  Bow 

13.50 

63,925 

862,987.50 

5. 

Glacier 

13.00 

27,777 

361,101.00 

6. 

Fergus 

11.32 

22,683 

256,771.56 

7. 

Toole 

10.88 

24,000 

24,010.-88 

8. 

Garfield 

10.80 

6,394 

74,887.20 

9. 

Lewis  &  Clark 

10.18 

46,507 

473,441.26 

10. 

Powell 

10.00 

9,068 

90,680.00 

11. 

Powder  River 

9.00 

74,142 

667,278.00 

12. 

Lincoln 

8.776 

20,237 

177,599.91 

13. 

Missoula 

8.14 

75,727 

616,417.78 

14. 

Liberty 

8.00 

9,565 

76,520.00 

15. 

Prairie 

7.50 

5,556 

41,670.00 

16. 

Wheatland 

7.35 

5,286 

38,852.10 

17. 

Custer 

7.16 

16,999 

121,712.84 

18. 

Lake 

6.897 

23,647 

163,093.36 

19. 

Roosevelt 

6.57 

18,927 

124,350.39 

20. 

Flathead 

6.56 

57,180 

357,100.80 

21. 

Jefferson 

6.32 

9,082 

57,398.24 

22. 

Sanders 

5.812 

17,946 

104,302.15 

23. 

Deer  Lodge 

5.50 

21,588 

118,734.00 

24. 

Beaverhead 

5.25 

16,098 

84,514.50 

25. 

Yellowstone 

5.25 

142,009 

745,547.25 

26. 

Dawson 

5.00 

19,796 

98,980.00 

27. 

McCone 

5.00 

8,748 

43,740.00 

28. 

Park 

5.00 

17,363 

86,815.00 

29. 

Golden  Valley 

4.90 

3,652 

17,894.80 

30. 

Hill 

4.736 

26,312 

124,613.63 

31. 

Valley 

4.52 

19,851 

89,726.52 

32. 

Broadwater 

4.50 

7,006 

31,527.00 

33. 

Ravalli 

4.40 

19,836 

87,278.40 

34. 

Wibaux 

4.13 

11,455 

47,309.15 

35. 

Petroleum 

4.00 

2,916 

11,664.00 

36. 

Pondera 

4.00 

17,727 

70,908.00 

37. 

Carbon 

3.92 

19,864 

77,866.88 

38. 

Musselshell 

3.79 

17,910 

67,878.90 

39. 

Fallon 

3.174 

34,112 

108,271.49 

40. 

Blaine 

3.00 

17,372 

52,116.00 

41. 

Phillips 

2.90 

12,903 

37,418.70 

42. 

Stillwater 

2.87 

11,633 

33,386.71 

43. 

Treasure 

2.75 

3,592 

9,878.00 

This  information  was  compiled  from  county  budgets,  annual  reports  and  specific  requests 
to  individual  counties.   It  is  as  accurate  as  possible  considering  the  disparities  in 
accounting  systems  and  methods  of  reporting. 
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COUNTY  POOR  FUND  LEVIES 
IN  SEQUENCE  FOR  FY  197  6  (Continued) 


Number  of  Mills 

Levied  for 

Value  of 

Total  Value 

Rosebud 

Poor  Fund 

A  Mill 
42,958 

Of  Poor  Fund 

44. 

2.619 

112,507.00 

45. 

Gallatin 

2.58 

44,251 

114,167.58 

46. 

Carter 

2.50 

7,393 

18,482.50 

47. 

Richland 

2.35 

28,910 

67,938.50 

48. 

Sweet  Grass 

2.25 

7,345 

16,526.25 

49. 

Sheridan 

2.00 

19,217 

38,434.00 

50. 

Big  Horn 

1.65 

40,619 

67,021.35 

51. 

Daniels 

1.62 

7,038 

11,401.56 

52. 

Madison 

1.22 

15,304 

18,670.88 

53. 

Meagher 

1.10 

5,580 

6,138.00 

54. 

Judith  Basin 

1.02 

9,261 

9,446.22 

55. 

Chouteau 

.75 

24,059 

18,044.25 

56. 

Teton 

0.00 

17,097 

00.00 
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Column  I*    Column  II*    Column  III* 


Total  No, 
of  Mills 


County 


1. 

Cascade 

2. 

Mineral 

3. 

Silver  Bow 

4. 

Toole 

5. 

Garfield 

6. 

Powell 

7. 

Lincoln 

8. 

Missoula 

9. 

Glacier 

10. 

Liberty 

11. 

Prairie 

12. 

Custer 

13. 

Lake 

14. 

Roosevelt 

15. 

Flathead 

16. 

Gallatin 

17. 

Jefferson 

18. 

Sanders 

19. 

Fergus 

20. 

Granite 

21. 

Lewis  and  Clark 

22. 

Deer  Lodge 

23. 

Beaverhead 

24. 

Dawson 

25. 

Park 

26. 

Yellowstone 

27. 

Hill 

28. 

Valley 

29. 

Broadwater 

30. 

Ravalli 

31. 

Petroleum 

32. 

Pondera 

33. 

Musselshell 

34. 

Carbon 

35. 

Wheatland 

36. 

Blaine 

37. 

Golden  Valley 

38. 

Phillips 

39. 

Stillwater 

40. 

Rosebud 

41. 

Richland 

42. 

Sweet  Grass 

43. 

Sheridan 

44. 

Treasure 

45. 

Carter 

46. 

Big  Horn 

47. 

Daniels 

Equalized 

Levied  for 

Mill  Levy 

Poor  Fund 

Difference 

13.50 

13.50 

13.50 

13.50 

13.50 

13.50 

10.88 

10.88 

10.80 

10.80 

10.00 

10.00 

8.776 

8.776 

8.14 

8.14 

8.09 

13.00 

4.91 

8.00 

8.00 

7.50 

7.50 

7.08 

7.16 

.08 

6.897 

6.897 

6.57 

6.57 

6.56 

6.56 

6.07 

2.58 

3.49   , 

6.05 

6.32 

.27 

5.812 

5.812 

5.73 

11.32 

5.59 

5.69 

13.50 

7.81 

5.67 

10.18 

4.51 

5.50 

5.50 

5.25 

5.25 

5.00 

5.00 

5.00 

5.00 

4.95 

5.25 

.30 

4.736 

4.736 

4.52 

4.52 

4.50 

4.50 

4.40 

4.40 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

3.60 

3.79 

.19 

3.15 

3.92 

.77 

3.09 

7.35 

4.26 

3.00 

3.00 

2.95 

4.90 

1.95 

2.90 

2.90 

2.87 

2.87 

2.619 

2.619 

2.35 

2.35 

2.25 

2.25 

2.00 

2.00 

1.84 

2.75 

.91 

1.71 

2.50 

.79 

1.65 

1.65 

1.62 

1.62 
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County 


48. 

Madison 

49. 

Fallon 

50. 

Meagher 

51. 

Wibaux 

52. 

Judith  Basin 

53. 

McCone 

54. 

Chouteau 

55. 

Powder  River 

56. 

Teton 

Column 

I* 

Column  II* 

Total  No. 
Mills  of 

Column  III' 

Equal iz 

;ed 

Levied  for 

Mill  Levy 

Poor  Fund 

Difference 

1.22 

1.22 

1.20 

3.174 

1.974 

1.10 

1.10 

1.08 

4.13 

3.05 

1.02 

1.02 

.93 

5.00 

4.07 

.75 

.75 

.54 

9.00 

8.46 

0.00 

0.00 

*  Column  I  excludes  expenditures  for  county-owned 
health  care  facilities.   It  includes  costs  for  those 
programs  that  will  be  assumed  by  the  state. 

Column  II  includes  current  total  County  Poor  Fund  tax 
mills.   It  includes  program  costs  and  other  expenditures 
authorized  under  the  County  Poor  Fund  that  will  be 
assumed  by  the  state,  however,  it  also  includes 
expenditures  for  county-owned  health  care  facilities 
and  other  programs  that  will  not  be  assumed. 

Column  III  indicates  the  number  of  mills  that  those  counties 
may  choose  to  fund  from  the  county  All-Purpose  Mill 
Levy  after  state  assumption.   This  would  be  funds  for 
county-owned  health  care  facilities  operation  and 
maintenance  and/or  other  County  Poor  Fund  expenditures 
that  will  not  be  assumed  by  the  state. 
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EQUALIZED  MILL  LEVY  FOR  ECONOMIC* 
ASSISTANCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICE  PROGRAMS 
FISCAL  YEAR  1976 


County  Mill  Levy 

13.50 
13.50 
13.50 
10.88 
10.80 
10.00 
8.776 
8.14 
8.09 
8.00 
7.50 
7.08 
6.897 
6.57 
6.56 
6.07 
6.05 
5.812 
5.73 
5.69 
5.67 
5.50 
5.25 
5.00 
5.00 
4.95 
4.736 
4.52 
4.50 
4.40 
4.00 
4.00 
3.60 
3.15 
3.09 
3.00 
2.95 
2.90 
2.87 
2.619 
2.35 
2.25 
2.00 
1.84 
1.71 
1.65 
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1. 

Cascade 

2. 

Mineral 

3. 

Silver  Bow 

4. 

Toole 

5. 

Garfield 

6. 

Powell 

7. 

Lincoln 

8. 

Missoula 

9. 

Glacier 

10. 

Liberty 

11. 

Prairie 

12. 

Custer 

13. 

Lake 

14. 

Roosevelt 

15. 

Flathead 

16. 

Gallatin 

17. 

Jefferson 

18. 

Sanders 

19. 

Fergus 

20. 

Granite 

21. 

Lewis  and  Clark 

22. 

Deer  Lodge 

23. 

Beaverhead 

24. 

Dawson 

25. 

Park 

26. 

Yellowstone 

27. 

Hill 

28. 

Valley 

29. 

Broadwater 

30. 

Ravalli 

31. 

Petroleum 

32. 

Pondera 

33. 

Musselshell 

34. 

Carbon 

35. 

Wheatland 

36. 

Blaine 

37. 

Golden  Valley 

38. 

Phillips 

39. 

Stillwater 

40. 

Rosebud 

41. 

Richland 

42. 

Sweet  Grass 

43. 

Sheridan 

44. 

Treasure 

45. 

Carter 

46. 

Big  Horn 

EQUALIZED  MILL  LEVY  FOR  ECONOMIC 

ASSISTANCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICE  PROGRAMS  (CONT.) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1976 


County  Mill  Levy 

1.62 

1.22 

1.20 

1.10 

1.08 

1.02 

.93 

.75 

.54 

0.00 


A  statewide  mill  levy  would  be  7.61  mills. 


*  This  table  is  based  on  only  economic  assistance  and 
social  service  programs  that  the  state  would  assume  and 
excludes  costs  of  county  health  care  facilities  and  other 
County  Poor  Fund  expenses  that  would  remain  a  local 
responsibility. 


47. 

Daniels 

48. 

Madison 

49. 

Fallon 

50. 

Meagher 

51. 

Wibaux 

52. 

Judith  Basin 

53. 

McCone 

54. 

Chouteau 

55. 

Powder  River 

56. 

Teton 
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PER  CAPITA  PROPERTY  TAX  FOR  ECONOMIC  * 
ASSISTANCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  PROGRAMS 
FISCAL  YEAR  1976 


County  Per  Capita  Cost 


1. 

Garfield 

2. 

Liberty 

3. 

Prairie 

4. 

Silver  Bow 

5. 

Glacier 

6. 

Petroleum 

7. 

Powder  River 

8. 

Musselshell 

9. 

Mineral 

10. 

Rosebud 

11. 

Cascade 

12. 

Sanders 

13. 

Granite 

14. 

Powell 

15. 

Golden  Valley 

16. 

Roosevelt 

17. 

Broadwater 

18. 

Pondera 

19. 

Fallon 

20. 

Lincoln 

21. 

Beaverhead 

22. 

Fergus 

23. 

Custer 

24. 

Lake 

25. 

Missoula 

26. 

Dawson 

27. 

Wibaux 

28. 

Flathead 

29. 

Jefferson 

30. 

Carbon 

31. 

Deer  Lodge 

32. 

Blaine 

33. 

Gallatin 

34. 

Yellowstone 

35. 

Lewis  and  Clark 

36. 

Park 

37. 

Sheridan 

38. 

Hill 

39. 

Madison 

40. 

Valley 

41. 

Richland 

42. 

Phillips 

43. 

Carter 

44. 

Wheatland 

45. 

Stillwater 

46. 

Big  Horn 

47. 

Treasure 

48. 

Sweet  Grass 

49. 

Ravalli 

46 

.80 

33 

.27 

21 

.93 

19 

.98 

19 

.17 

19 

.44 

18 

.20 

15 

.37 

14 

.78 

14 

.61 

14 

.02 

13 

.37 

12, 

.75 

12, 

.25 

11, 

.99 

11. 

.84 

11, 

.68 

10, 

.58 

10, 

.46 

10, 

.45 

10. 

.18 

10, 

.08 

9. 

.78 

9, 

.77 

9, 

.68 

9. 

,08 

8. 

,83 

8. 

.81 

7, 

.96 

7. 

.92 

7. 

.86 

7. 

,66 

7. 

46 

7. 

46 

7. 

32 

7. 

30 

7. 

25 

7. 

04 

6. 

92 

6. 

90 

6. 

86 

6. 

80 

6. 

66 

6. 

54 

6. 

42 

6. 

38 

5. 

52 

5. 

33 

4. 

88 
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PER  CAPITA  PROPERTY  TAX  FOR  ECONOMIC 

ASSISTANCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  PROGRAMS  (CONT.) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1976 


County  Per  Capita  Cost 


50. 

Toole 

51. 

Daniels 

52. 

Judith  Basin 

53. 

Meagher 

54. 

Chouteau 

55. 

McCone 

56. 

Teton 

4, 

.45 

3. 

.56 

3. 

.50 

2. 

.92 

2. 

.82 

1. 

,38 

-0-- 


The  statewide  per  capita  is  $13.96. 


*  This  table  is  based  on  only  economic  assistance  and 
social  service  programs  that  the  state  would  assume  and 
excludes  costs  of  county  health  care  facilities  and 
other  County  Poor  Fund  expenses  that  would  remain  a 
local  responsibility. 
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ASSUMPTIONS  USED  IN  PREPARING 
FINANCIAL  ESTIMATES 


I.   The  1976  final  S3AS  report  and  SRS  monthly  statistical 
report  were  used  as  the  primary  r.ource  of  data.   In 
determining  the  cost  to  the  state  the  following  assump- 
tions inntt  be  considered: 

1.  That  the  counties  continue  to  fund  and  operate 
thp  county  hos^rLtals  £jnd  nursing  homes, 

2.  That  the  state  assii-es  control  of  all  office 
equipment  and  supplies  controlled  by  the 
county, 

3.  That  a  major  increase  in  caseload  size  does  not 
occur  after  as5u::;ption  t^.kes  pl.ir.e, 

4.  That  the  current  dej,ivery  systei:!  of  office  lo- 
cation and  FTE  nunber  does  not  change, 

5.  That  all  cour.ty  velfare  offices  x.-ill  begin  pay- 
ing rent.   Rent  vill  bi  corr.puted  by  using  600 
FTE's,  100  sq.  ft.  per  FT",  at  $3.G0/sq.  ft., 

6.  The  current  positive  balance  in  the  revolving 
fund  will  n.  t  r~-irt    to    county  control. 

11.   The  following  table  lists  thr.  ens',  estiiates  based  upon  1976 
data: 

Econoaic  Assistance  Prograa  SH, 311, 472 

County  General  Assistar.ce  A77,845 

County  Medical  Assistance  3,933,395 

Transient  Relief  35,321 

County  Burial  66,747 

Food  Stajp  Administration  87,500 

County  Ad:ninistration  600,000_^ 

Contingencies  750,000" 

$9,267,280 


1)      Program  Costs   by  Category: 

Incou'C  liaintrnance 

AFDC  9U,131 

AFDC   Foster   Care  9A,188 

GIS   Foster   Care  A27,133 

Travel   and   Salaries 

Social   Scrv'jci'.s  764,^37 

Eligibility  Deter=:ination  1,105,035 

Staff   Davelopr-ent  6,548 

Total   $3,311,472 

-90- 


2)   This  figure  includes  rental  incvease,  data  processing 
changeover,  form  revision,  addicional  FTE's  for  Cen- 
tralized Services  and  additional  GA  costs  due  to  ADC 
cases  reverting  to  GA. 


III.   Attachments  I  and  II  are  ten-year  projections  of  the  assuziption. 
costs  using  a  5  percent  inflation  rate. 

Attachment  I  is  a  projection  of  all  costs  v;hile  Attachnent  II  projects 
program  costs  by  category  for  Social  Services  and  Econonic  Assistance. 
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